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ABSTRACT
Guyana has lost most of the human resources it has cultivated and educated,
which includes the cream of its young labor force. In a 2005 study, the World Bank
singled out Guyana as the "worst example" of outward migration in the region. This
study is necessary because given this significant outward migration Guyana have not
enjoyed a return flow as similar countries in the Caribbean. There currently exists no
empirical work that examined factors that would predict return migration for Guyana.
This study used a quantitative, non-experimental, correlation (explanatory) and
causal-comparative (exploratory) cross-sectional survey research design is the first study
to examine the intention of Guyanese living in the United States to return to Guyana with
survey data collected from 236 participants and 169 of these were selected for analysis of
the intention to return. As the data collected was non-continuous and nonparametric,
nominal categorical logistic regression analysis, Pearson Chi-square test, and ANOVA
analyses were used to test the hypotheses and the answer research question.
Of the ten hypotheses tested in this study, age, gender and number of children
were supported as having significant correlation with the intent to return to Guyana and
predicators to return to Guyana. Educational level was found to be marginal predictor for
the intent to return. Six factors, level of income, martial status, intent to contribute to
economic development, socio-political factors, wealth and accumulated assets, and
earned skills, were not correlated nor identified as predictor variables for the intent to
return to Guyana. These findings suggest that the Guyana Government can develop
repatriation policies geared towards schooling, health care and employment opportunities
that are specific to this group who indicated an interest to return.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Introduction and Background to the Problems

Guyana is not only the second poorest country in the Northern Hemisphere but also has
the dubious distinction of having the second highest migration rate for skilled professionals, as
well as unskilled laborers in the world (Carrington & Detragiache, 1999a). This small country
with a population of approximately 750,000 is suffering from a mass exodus of human capital
and specifically a brain drain problem which impacts its economic development efforts
(International Monetary Fund, 2001). Traditional international migration theories have
maintained that the most educated and young generally leave their less developing country of
birth for opportunities in more developed countries (Todaro, 1996). This movement of human
capital has a negative impact on economic growth, as the highly-skilled, such as engineers,
physicians, teachers, and medium-skilled workers, including merchants and low-level
entrepreneurs, leave their country for better opportunities in developed countries. This has been
Guyana's experience as its human capital began leaving for opportunities in developed countries
and neighboring countries since the late 1960's and has continued unabated to the current day.
The topic area of migration and return migration was identified because international
labor migration theory maintains that there is a relationship between a nation's human capital
stock and its ability to develop economically (Cassarino, 2004). Economic theories on the
determinants of economic growth have established a strong link between the role of education,
international migration and economic growth (Todaro, 1996). The level of education has been
identified as one of the major contributors to long-term economic growth (Lucas, 1988) and
since migration of people endowed with high educational skill levels are common, this would
imply that economic growth is affected. Guyana has been experiencing this impediment to
1

economic growth since the late 196OYs,when emigration to the United States commenced in a
very significant way which impacted the nation's economic, political and social development.

A recent study estimated that approximately 89% of Guyana's college graduate
population live and work in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) countries (Rarnsaroop, 2005). Ozden (2005) estimated that in 1990, a full 82% of
Guyana's college graduates had immigrated to the United States, while in 2000 the proportion
had declined only marginally to 81%. Besides the brain drain problem, Guyana is also
suffering from a massive outflow of its general population. Some have argued that there are more
Guyanese living beyond its boundaries than those living in the country (Ramsaroop, 2005).
It is known that certain developing countries, especially one such as Guyana that enjoys
close proximity to some OECD nations, export a substantially greater proportion of their highly
educated workers abroad. As Docquier, Lohest & Marfouk have observed, "unsurprisingly, the
brain drain is strong in small countries which are not too distant from the major OECD regions,
which share colonial links with OECD countries, and which send most of their migrants to host
countries where quality-selective immigration programs exist" (2007, p.2).
Given this environment the small nations of the Caribbean region are located in close
geographic proximity to two North American OECD economies, the United States and Canada;
that they have colonial linkages to Great Britain and France; and, that United States, Canada and
Great Britain currently have highly selective immigration regimes in place. Indeed, as Mishra
has remarked, the forces favoring brain drain or even brain gain are "embedded in the Caribbean
psyche" (2006, p.12). Similarly in his study Diaspora, Migration and Development in the

Caribbean, Nurse, observed that "migration is one of the defining features of the modem
Caribbean" (2004, p. 1). Nurse added that as a consequence of serving as a net exporter of labor

since early 1950's, the Caribbean region currently has "one of the largest diasporic communities
in the world in proportion to its population" (2004, p.1). The vast majority of Caribbean
expatriate workers has migrated to North America, most notably to the United States, where they
have established so-called enclave communities within America's urban centers (Docquier,
Lohest, & Marfouk, 2005). Nevertheless, Caribbean immigrant communities can also be found
in Canada, Great Britain, and France.
Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate the intention to return to Guyana of Guyanese
living in New York City by examining ten casual explanatory variables, age, children, gender,
income, education, marital status, economic development, socio-political, wealth, and earned
skills that may influence the decision to return to Guyana. Data gathered and updated as recent as
March 2007 shows that there are approximately 381,688 Guyanese living abroad who are
classified as migrants as documented by the Development Research Centre on Migration,
Globalisation and Poverty (Migration DRC). Negative assessment of the effects of brain drain
have been proffered of late, inter alia, by Miyagiwa (1991); Haque and Kim (1995); Todaro
(1996); and Reichlin and Rustichini (1999), all of whom have argued that the migration of highly
educated workers reduces human capital and stymies development within the labor-exporting
nations.
Economists such as Bhagwati and Harnada (1974) argued that as a result of flight of
human resources to the developed countries, developing countries has suffered a net loss of
exceedingly valuable resources as the best and brightest workers leave their home country. This
is a problem for many developing countries, especially a small nation such as Guyana where
there is mass exodus of its skilled and non-skilled human capital to the United States and

elsewhere. As Borjas and Bratsberg have observed, individual "migration decisions are
reversible," (1996, p. 165) and many studies have demonstrated that a substantial number of
immigrants from developing countries to the United States eventually return to their homelands.
Definition of Terms
International labor migration is defined by the International Labor Office (ILO) as the
movement of human resources across national boundaries motivated by the "quest for higher
wages and better opportunities, responding to the demand for their skills abroad, but many are
forced to move because of lack of decent work, famine, natural disasters, violent conflict or
persecution" (International Migration Programme, 2007, p. 2).
The term brain drain has been defined in numerous ways. Todaro (1976) has defined
brain drain as the migration of highly educated, skilled professionals and technical manpower
from less developing countries to more developed countries. Brain drain also has been defined
by Salt in the most rudimentary terms "as the movement of human capital heavily in one
direction" (1997, p. 3). To become genuinely meaningful, this term requires two major
qualifications. The first involves the direction of the movement to which Salt (1997) refers.
Although it is theoretically possible for the brain drain to move across international borders in
any direction, the term conventionally denotes the migration of human capital from developing
to developed (OECD) nations, from the geographic South to the North, and/or from the periphery
to the core of the global economic system.
The second qualification involves the quality of the human capital at hand. As the use of
the word brain connotes, the individuals who are said to participate in the brain drain are highly
educated professional or skilled workers. Putting all of these elements together, Beine, Docquier
and Rapoport have asserted that the term brain drain denotes "the international transfer of

resources in the form of human capital, i.e., the migration of relatively highly educated
individuals from developing to developed countries" (2003, p. 2).
According to Carrington and Detragaiche (1999a) the term brain drain first surfaced
within the scholarly literature during the early 1960s. At that time, brain drain was construed as
having uniformly negative implications for the soirce nations from which human capital was
being exported or drawn. Bhagwati and Hamada (1974) took the phrase brain drain to be
synonymous with human capital flight. These two authors argued that as a result of brain drain,
developing countries necessarily suffered a net loss of exceedingly valuable resources as the best
and brightest workers within their nations relocated to North America and Western Europe,
taking their nation's talent and embodied education with them.
Developed countries are defined as countries with a reasonable economic growth rate and
high standards of living (Todaro & Smith, 2006). Developing countries are those with low
economic growth rates, high poverty rates, low per capita income and low standard of living
(Todaro & Smith, 2006). Economic development is "(1) the increase of the availability of basic
life sustained goods such as food, shelter, health and protection, (2) increase living standards by
the provision of more jobs, better education, and attention to cultural and human values to
generate more individual and national self-esteem, and (3) expansion of the economic and social
choices of individuals to free them from servitude and dependence" (Todaro & Smith, 2006,
p.1).
Repatriation is the return migration of individuals from developed countries to
developing nations who has positive effects, particularly entrepreneurial activities that generate
employment in local economies (Dustmann & Kirchkamp, 2001; Galor & Stark, 1990; Massey
& Parrado, 1998; Thomas- Hope's, 1999;). Cassarino notes that issues of "voluntary

repatriation of third world-country nationals the emergence and implementation of bilateral
readmission agreements between sending and receiving countries, and the link between
international migration and economic development in migration and economic development in
migrants' origin countries" (2004, p. 254) have contributed to theoretical definition of return
migration.
Justification of the Study
While the flow of workers from Caribbean nations to OECD countries, most notably the
United States, has proceeded without interruption from the end of World War 11, it is possible to
distinguish between two broad stages in its modem evolution. As Nurse (2004) has pointed out,
between 1945 and the mid-1 970s unskilled and semi-skilled workers accounted for most of the
labor migration between the Caribbean and North America. The bulk of these migrants were
primary school graduates who sought low-status, often menial jobs in the United States. Starting
in the second half of the 1970s, however, while this flow continued at stable levels, highly
educated professional workers, notably in the health care and academic fields, began to emigrate
from the Caribbean to North America in large numbers. This development initiated a second and
distinctly different phase in the region's history of labor exportation, one with a salient brain
drain component. Nurse states that "the problem for the Caribbean is that it is not surplus or
under-employed labor that is the main group of migrants. Instead, it is the highly skilled and
educated" (2004, p. 6). Indeed, as Grogg (2007) has lamented, it is "the best and the brightest"
within the Caribbean who are now immigrating to the United States. Moreover, physicians,
nurses, professors and teachers are heavily over-represented within the current Caribbean brain
drain. Guyana is a perfect example of this migration as most of its professionals and skilled
labor now reside in the United States, Canada, England and other parts of the Caribbean.

There is, however, a glimmer of hope. Caribbean migration always has featured a
significant counter-flow, that is, a repatriation phenomenon whereby expatriates return to their
homelands, often bringing capital and even more advanced skill sets with them. Indeed,
Caribbean governments have attempted to stimulate repatriation of skilled workers through a
variety of incentive plans. But as Foad has observed, thus far these "repatriation efforts have met
with limited success" (2005, p. 5). Additional studies and research is needed to identify policies
and programs that will encourage repatriation.
Repatriation is a complicated phenomenon among brain drain migrants as Thomas-HopeHope's (1999) survey results show. It is one that is affected by variables that are difficult to
capture through quantitative data-gathering methods, factors that include educational enrollment
abroad and family constellations. This study will explore factors that will affect the repatriation
by specifically examining age, children, gender income, education, marital status, economic
development, socio-political, wealth and earned skills and are these explanatory variables of the
intention to return of Guyanese living in the U.S.
Massey et al. (1993) suggest that sending countries can do very little to stem the tide of
outward migration and empirical studies that have identified factors that explain return
migration are also very few as suggested by Thomas-Hope (l999), Docquier, Lohest, and
Marfouk (2005), Adda, Dustmann and Mestres (2006). Return migration and the factors that
affect return needs to be studied to develop appropriate policy for developing countries.
Empirical studies need to be conduct to assess the impact of return migration schemes (HopeThomas, 1999).
Thomas-Hope (1999) study, while comprehensive and provides a glimpse of the reasons
why Jamaicans returned to their homeland, however, did not provide information on the

intention or factors that would encourage return migration. Arthur (2000) examined the African
immigrant Diaspora in the United States and provided a glimpse of the immigrants' perception
on immigration, return migration and socio-economic and political factors of immigration but
did not specifically addressed return migration. This study will specifically examine factors of
age, children, gender, income, education, marital status, economic development, socio-political,
wealth and earned skills and are these variables explanatory factors of the intention to return of
Guyanese living in the United States, specifically residing in three New York City communities.
This research will contribute to the understanding of retum migration by examining the factors
influencing repatriation to Guyana. There currently exists no empirical work that has been done
in the examination of these factors for Guyana. This study is necessary because Guyana has
been experiencing a significant outward migration of its population as documented by the
International Monetary Fund (1991) in its study and unlike other countries in the Caribbean have
not enjoyed a return flow. Using selected questions from Arthur (2000) survey which consisted
of 200 questions, this study will be the first to specifically examine these factors and their
relevance to a small developing economy such as Guyana.
Delimitations and Scope of the Study
In this study, the delimitations and scope are described as follows:

1. The variables in this study consist of ten independent variables: age, children,
gender, income, education, marital status, economic development, socio-political,
wealth and earned skills.
2. This study focuses on only Guyanese people or people of Guyanese origin living
in three communities of New York City: Richmond Hill, Queens, Cypress Hills
and Flatbush, Brooklyn.

3. The study uses a survey instrument that was used to study the African diaspora in

the United States.

4. All participants in this study will be legal immigrants residing in the United
States.

5. All participants in this study will be able to read, speak, and write English.
Organization of the Study

There are five chapters in this research study: Chapter 1 provides an overview of the
study. Specifically, it includes a background to the problem, the purpose of the study, the
justification and the delimitations of the study as well as the definition of terms. Chapter I1
includes a comprehensive overview of the literature on international labor migration also known
as retum migration. A critical analysis of the theoretical literature formed the basis of this
research study which identified a gap in the literature on the repatriation models and factors that
would influence repatriation. The gap identified for this study is that certain aspects of the
repatriation models have not be applied to Guyana.
Chapter I11 presents the research methodology to answer the research question and test
the ten hypotheses. It consisted of the research design, the target population, sampling,
instruments, procedure of data collection, ethical considerations, methods of data analysis, and
the methodology evaluation. Chapter IV presents the findings of the study as well as the
reliability and validity of all variables. Chapter V presents the conclusion, interpretations, and
implications of the findings as well as recommendations for future studies.

CHAPTER I1
LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, RESEARCH
QUESTION, AND HYPOTHESES
Theoretical Literature
Very few subjects within the social sciences have attracted more scholarly
attention than international labor migration. At present, there is a "vast economic
literature on international migration (which) distinguishes among many potential
determinants of labor mobility" (Docquier et al., 2007, p. 15). In what remains the most
widely-cited review essay within the field of cross-border labor migration, Massey,
Arango, Hugo, Kouaouci, Pellegrino and Taylor stated "a variety of theoretical models
has been proposed to explain why international migration begins, and although each
ultimately seeks to explain the same thing, they employ radically different concepts,
assumptions, and frames of reference" (1993, p. 432). The theoretical framework for the
study of international labor migration and specifically the brain drain is highly variegated
and extremely unwieldy. Nevertheless, Massey et al.'s (1993) survey does furnish a
comprehensive overview and, even more usefully, a coherent taxonomy of theoretical
perspectives on the subject at hand. Giannoccolo (2006) has depicted the evolutional
path of brain drain literature showing the brain drain studies and focus by decades.
Giannoccolo traces the development of this literature over the last four decades and
includes motivation to migrate, effects and consequences of migration and possible
solutions. See Table 2-1.

Neo-CIassical: Macro and Micro Tlzeoty
As Connell, Zurn, Sitwell, Awases, and Braichet stated "migration is primarily a
response to globally uneven development but is usually explained in terms of such factors

Table 2 - l
The Research Stream of the Brain Drain Literature

Goods - Taxes

inadequate to employ
skilled workers
effect on the welfare,
~ f f and
~ ~ Bad
t ~

on the social structure and
on the population

Solutions

International Organizations
and Institutions

Bad effects on the
economy and on the
development (Short Run
effect on the taxes, on the
unemployment, etc)
Coordination among
States and BD taxes to
compensate the
externalities

Bad effects on the
economy and on the
Growth (Long Run
effects, increase of the
divergences between
LDCs and HDCs)
Incentives to coming
back and increase the
opportunity to work in
the LDCs

Bad Effects and
Good Effects
(Brain Gain)

Individual
Incentives
Implement the
conditions to
have Brain Gain

Source: From Giannoccolo, P . (2006). The brain drain: A survey oflhe literature. University of Bologna.

as low wages, few incentives, or poor working conditions" (2007, p. 1882). From a neoclassical standpoint, labor migration has complementary macro-level and micro-level
dimensions. At the macro-level, the movement of workers across national borders is
conventionally explained as an artifact of uneven development, or more specifically, as
the result of disparities in national configurations of production factors. In essence,
nations with large labor endowments relative to capital, for example those with surplus
labor, send workers to countries that have high wages which eventually move the wages
between developed and developing countries to equilibrium. Put another way, poor

nations that cannot absorb working-age individuals into their economies export labor to
rich nations that have spare labor absorption capacities. Individual workers in sending
countries are motivated to migrate by the higher probabilities of finding jobs in recipient
countries than those perceived to exist within their homelands.
Quite obviously, the micro-level perspective on cross-border labor migration
complements this macro-level explanation. It assumes that individuals are rational actors
who will move to those economies in which their skills are best rewarded; that is, to
countries in which they can find jobs and in which wages are higher than in their
countries of origin. From this standpoint, "a potential migrant will only do so when the
expected benefit of migration exceeds the expected cost" (Foad, 2005, p. 4). According
to Borjas (1987, 1995) individual intending on migrating first would estimate and evualte
the costs and benefits moving to a new host country. The decision to migrate would then
be made based on the expected net revenue over a specified of time. To be sure, most
migrants do not formally construct costlbenefit equations within a discounted revenue
stream. Even if they did, there would remain an element of uncertainty because finding
;

work abroad and receiving projected wages over a given time span is inherently
problematic.
But from a micro-level neo-classical perspective, international labor migration is
a consequence of individuals assessing their material prospects at home against their

,

prospects within a foreign economy. Nevertheless, while employment probabilities and
wage differentials comprise the core of the micro-level theory of international labor
migration, other factors, including variables that are difficult or impossible to quantify
may be operative. These include freedom from political persecution and conflict in their

homelands, greater opportunities for upward mobility including intergenerational
mobility, greater individual liberties, and the like.
On the cost side of the micro-level labor migration equation, as Massey et al.
(1993) have asserted, moving to another country in search of work entails multiple "upfront" and "continuing" outlays. Indeed, international labor migration demands that
individuals make what can be conceptualized as investments. These include "the
material costs of traveling, the cost of maintenance while moving and looking for work,
the effort involved in learning a new language and culture, the difficulty experienced in
adapting to a new labor market, and the psychological costs of cutting old ties and
forging new ones" (Massey et al., 1993, p. 434). Many prospective migrants remain
within their homelands simply because they are unable to overcome the hurdle(s) of
international migration costs.
As Massey et al. (1993) acknowledged and as Foad (2005) has emphasized, the
costs of cross-border labor migration are not restricted to financial expenses. Foad
observed that "the costs of immigration include not only the physical costs of moving,
but also the psychological costs of leaving behind family and familiarity, difficulty
assimilating into the receiving country, and perceived loss of culture" (2005, p. 4). An
especially heavy cost is the acquisition of fluency in the language of the country of
destination. However, because most prospective immigrants from a nation like Guyana
are fluent in English, the language differences "cost" of moving to the United States or
Canada or Great Britain, are negligible when compared to moving to Brazil, France or
Germany. While micro-level migration determinants in a neo-classical theoretical
context are based upon rational decision processes, the outcome of migration cannot be

known in advance. Thus, in his widely cited theoretical work, Todaro wrote that it is the
expected earnings gap that counts in individual labor migration decisions so that "the key
predictor of international migratory flows is thus an interaction term that cross-multiplies
wages and employment probabilities" (1969, p. 139).

The New Economics of Migration Model
In the mid-1980s, a theoretical model of international labor migration that is
compatible with the neo-classical paradigm, but distinct from it, arose in the form of the
"new economics of migration" (Stark & Bloom, 1985, 1991 and Katz & Stark, 1986).
According to Katz and Stark (1986), cross-border migration is partially a response to the
risk of unemployment or under-employment within an individual's home economy. In
this paradigm, it is perfectly rational for individuals to spend a portion of their time
within another economic system, even if positive wage differentials do not exist, as a
means of diversifying prospective earned income revenue streams. This model moved
from the individual to the household as the primary migration decision unit. To simplify
this concept, household units (families or extended families) may seek to reduce risk by
sending one or more of their members abroad, thereby diversifying sources of household
or family income. The incentive to diversify in this manner is amplified within those
countries that do not have well-established private employment insurance facilities or
government programs (e.g. welfare, unemployment) and in nations where credit markets
are under-developed (Massey et al., 1993). In the new economics paradigm, Massey et
al. stated, "the theory of relative deprivation predicts that a household's odds of sending
migrants abroad are greater the larger the amount of income earned by households above
it in the reference income distribution, and more generally, the greater the income

inequality in the reference (sending nation) community" (1993, p. 458). Applying new
economics principles to labor migration from the Caribbean, Thomas-Hope remarked
that, "for Caribbean people of all social classes, international migration became the most
effective strategy for dealing with the constraints of highly stratified societies and small,
dependent economies" (1999, p. 185).

Dual Labor Market/World Systems Tlzeory
A third broad group of international labor migration theory is comprised of the
dual labor market and world systems perspectives. Dual labor market theory posits that
"international migration stems from intrinsic labor demands of modem industrial
societies" (Massey, et al., 1993, p. 440). The driving force behind labor migration is not
the push of low wages or high unemployment or uncertain income opportunities within
the sending economy. It is instead the pull exerted by a chronic and unavoidable need for
foreign labor within industrialized nations.
While it is closely related to the dual labor market perspective on labor migration,
world systems theory stems fiom the work of the historian Wallerstein (1974) and takes
into account specific historical circumstances. In essence, the process of capital
accumulation by entities within developed nations at the core of the global economic
system impoverishes and/or generates relative deprivation within developing nations on
the periphery of that system. In this schema, workers from the developing world migrate
to the core and fulfill unattractive positions there because they would otherwise be
consigned to an economic environment that is highly uncertain and fraught with conflict
as a consequence of global imperialist domination. Wallerstein's views are controversial
and embody Marxist assumptions.

Migration Flow Sustainment: Transnational Network and Institutional Theory
In second portion of their overview, Massey et al. (1993) delineated theories that
purport to explain the perpetuation of international human capital movements as distinct
from those that seek to explain the initial causes of those movements. The predominant
model here is social network theory. As Fawcett noted (1989), migrants from some given
developing country tend to cluster in enclave communities within developed economies
while maintaining communication with potential migrants who are still living in their
respective home countries. In brief, the existence of these transnational social networks
tends to pull in additional migrant workers (Foad, 2005). Moreover, as Massey et al.
observed, immigration networks heighten the chances of international human capital
movements "because they lower the costs and risks of movement and increase the
expected net returns to migration" (1 993, p. 448). Prospective immigrants receive
information such as employment availability in prospective host countries from their
compatriot kinsmen and personal associates.
The major implication of the transnational social network model is that "once
begun, international migration tends to expand over time until network connections have
diffused so widely in a sending region that all people who wish to migrate can do so
without difficulty; then migration begins to decelerate" (Massey et al., 1993, p. 450).
Diaspora communities, such as the Caribbean immigrant communities that have emerged
in the United States, facilitate additional migration until a saturation point is reached.
Several well developed Guyanese Diaspora communities has developed in New York
City: Richmond Hill, Queens, Cypress Hills, Brooklyn and Flatbush, Brooklyn.

Massey's Cumulative Causation Model
Drawing upon multiple perspectives on the causes and sustaining variables behind
international labor migration and his own original insights, Massey (1990) developed
what he termed the "cumulative causation7'model. Its controlling premise is "that
migration alters the social context within which subsequent migration decisions are made,
typically in ways that make additional movement more likely" (Massey, 1990, p.3). Also
enumerated by Massey et al., prior immigration decisions affect the propensity of sending
country citizens undertaking migration through (1) allocation of income, (2) division of
land, (3) association of agriculture, (4) regional allocation of human capital, and (5)
social significance of work within the sending economy (1993,452). Thus, for example,
because migration is generally selective in nature, it tends to deplete human capital within
in the sending country and this, in turn, generates greater disparities in economic
growth/employment opportunities between that country and the labor-receiving nation.
As a consequence, individuals' opportunity incentives for migration tend to increase. As
a second example of a cumulative causation phenomenon, Massey et al. observed that "at
a community level, migration becomes deeply ingrained into the repertoire of people's

.

behaviors, and values associated with migration become part of the community's values"
(1993, p. 452-453).
Return Migration
Cassarino critically examine five theoretical approaches to return migration and
concluded that:

...whether these approaches focus primarily on the economic aspects of
return'migration, at the individual or house1 levels (i.e. neoclassical
economics, NELM)or the micro and macro dimensions of return
migration (e.g. structuralism, transnationalism, social network theory), the

various ways in which return has been analyzed and returnees depicted
differ in terms of levels of analysis and research framework (Cassarino,
2004, p. 268).
In this analysis Cassarino (2004) concluded that return migration using the neoclassical
economics framework "is an anomaly, if not failure of a migration experience" (2004, p.
269) and that the returnee was unsuccessful abroad and bring no capita back and the
skills acquired abroad is not applicable locally. On the other hand, using the new
economics of labor migration theory framework, return is the primary objective because
the returnee has an attachment to home and household with the goals met abroad
(Cassarino, 2004).
The phenomenon of return migration is a quintessentially modem phenomenon.
Gmelch (1980) noted that international migration in the twentieth century differs from
that of the nineteenth century, in that it is no longer a one-way outflow. Gmelch (1980)
argued that scholars must distinguish between groups of migrants according to their
initial purpose(s) and migration outcomes. He asserted that researchers investigating
cross-border migration should discriminate between (1) individuals who intend to leave
their home countries permanently and do so, (2) individuals who intend to return to their
countries of origin, and (3) individuals who do not intend to return to their homeland but
nonetheless do so.
The primary reason that immigrants return to their homelands encompasses two
diametrically opposed outcomes. Some return because they have accomplished the
specific purpose for which they emigrated in the first place. Others return because the
outcomes that they have experienced in the host society did not meet their expectations
and they currently foresee little likelihood of making progress toward previously

envisioned goals. With reference to the former, the vast majority of the participants in
the Thomas-Hope (1999) survey told her that they had come back to Jamaica because
they had achieved success abroad. For the interviewees, this assessment of
accomplishment was "based on the acquisition of those material assets, or improved
educational and occupational status, which would ensure a satisfactory life-style back in
Jamaica" (Thomas,-Hope, 1999, p. 193). Within this sample, at least, return was
prompted more often by accomplished success than by disappointing outcomes.
Positive changes in the political, social, economic, and, particularly, employment
conditions within the immigrants' home nations appear to have a major causal influence
on return migration flows. As Beine and his fellow researchers have observed, "there
are many case studies suggesting that reverse migration for the highly skilled is
negligible unless it is preceded by sustained economic growth" in the country of origin
(2003, p. 35). Within the migration literature, some scholars have argued that enhanced
human capital formation through incentives for education eventually might stimulate
return among brain drain migrants via its contribution to economic growth and
development. Thus, Dos Santos and Postel-Vinay (2003) have speculated that as the
labor-sending nation develops its economy through enhanced human capital resource
formation, fewer of its members are likely to immigrate abroad and more overseas
immigrants are likely to return.
Stark and Taylor (1991) have employed relative deprivation and risk-spreading
constructs to elucidate why immigrants return home despite favorable economic
conditions within host economies. As a result of wealth or skill acquired in a developed
country, migrants may elect to repatriate into a society in which they can enjoy wealth

,

and status relative to the populace at large. In this same broad vein, Dustmann (1997) has
argued that as a rule, migrants will decide to return home if they prefer consumption at
home and if prices of commodities are less there, or if the increased human capital
secured within the host nation is more pricy within the sending nation of their origin.
Dustmann (2001) added that there is a relationship be.lween return migration and cross
currency exchange rates, pointing out that migrants who acquire strong currency stocks
while living abroad are drawn back to their homeland with weak currencies since their
acquired wealth will have greater purchasing power in their homelands.
Returning to Gmelch's (1980) ground breaking analysis of return migration, he
found that non-economic factors serve as major determinants of repatriation decisions.
Gmelch stated that "the attractions of positive attributes of the home society---'pull
factors'---have more influence in return migration decisions than factors inherent in host
societies" (1980, p. 140). Salient among these return pull factors are affective bonds to
family members and friends who have remained in the migrant's homeland. Indeed, in
their study of Caribbean migration decision processes, Byron and Condon observed that
"social networks are powerful elements of the return process. Links to kinship and
friendship networks are significant both in the country of origin and in the migrant's
destination" (1996, p. 100). More recently, in her investigation of return migration to
Jamaica, Thomas-Hope (1999) wrote that repatriation is closely associated with the
existence and nature of transnational networks, including what she called transnational
households.
Docquier, Lohest and Marfouk (2005) found that both governmental regime
instability and civil conflict within sending nations directly influences the extent of brain

drain from individual developing countries. As Borjas and Bratsberg have observed,
individual "migration decisions are reversible," (1996, p.165) and many studies have
demonstrated that a substantial number of immigrants from developing countries to the
United States eventually return to their homelands. As a result of wealth or skill acquired
in a developed country, migrants may elect to repatriate into a society in which they can
enjoy wealth and status relative to the populace at large (Stark and Taylor (1991). Byron
and Condon (1996) observed.that social networks are powerful elements of the return
process. Docquier, et. al. (2005) have remarked, armed conflicts, political violence, and
rampant violent crime have had a part in brain drain from such Caribbean nations as Haiti
and Jamaica. Lack of confidence in the capacity of government to resolve these problems
is in itself a factor that has "pushed" the "best and the brightest" workers from several
Latin AmericanICaribbean (LAC) countries to North America (Docquier, Lohest, and
Marfouk, 2007).
Empirical Literature

Empirical studies on the brain drain from developing to developed countries have
suffered from two major problems. The first as discussed by Carrington and
Detragaiche's (1999b) states that there is no systematic method across nations that is used
to record the number and characteristics of international migrants. While the Docauier
and Marfouk's (2005) database is mostly used in the study of brain drain, the authors
admitted that this database is neither reliable nor comprehensive. It is, instead, the best
that brain drain researchers currently have at their disposal. Although it may not be likely
to summarize the vast factors that have contributed to brain drain, it is evident that
developing nations are experiencing an ongoing loss of human capital that is
unprecedented in modern history. It is equally apparent that this phenomenon is a

consequence of an unprecedented constellation of causal factors. It is easy to conclude
that developing countries are now facing the equivalent of a "perfect storm" that will
systematically devastate their respective work-force skill profiles should it continue
unabated. Nevertheless, at least some scholars have asserted that the brain drain may,
under certain conditions, actually increase human capital resources within labor exporting
nations. It is to this subject of the brain drain can be classified as a "curse" or a "boon"
that the review at hand now turns.
Old Perspective Model

When the developing country brain drain was first observed in the early 1960s,
scholars employed a static analytical framework and concluded that it had negative
effects upon economic development that are inherently detrimental to the economies of
the migrants' source countries (Beine, Docquier & Rapoport, 2003). As Beine and his
colleagues have recently remarked, from this standpoint, "since the great majority of
(educated) migrants move on a permanent basis, this perverse brain drain not only
represents a loss of valuable human resources but could prove to be a serious constraint
on the future economic growth prospects of Third World nations" (2003, p. 1). In
essence, the old perspective on the brain drain construed the phenomenon as the
equivalent of a "zero-sum game" in which the developed "brain-receiving" countries
were the winners and the developing "brain-sending" nations were the losers (Beine et
al., 2003, pp. 2-3). Despite the fact that it has been characterized as the old approach, this
school of thought remains active. Critics have observed that the migration of highly
educated workers entails a loss of public resources because most of these migrants
receive all or a major portion of their education through publicly-financed schools or via

governmental subsidies to private academies, universities, institutes and the like. In these
early models of the brain drain's effects, scholars "treat the demand side---for emigrants--as exogendus and have a range of assumptions regarding education costs, with a public
subsidy to education commonly assumed" (Commander, et al., 2002, p. 7).

New Perspective Model
Some versions of the new model of the impact of human capital exports upon
sending nations incorporate certain compensatory return flows to developing economies,
including remittances, repatriation, and the facilitation of tradelforeign direct investment
through diaspora networks (Commander, et al., 2002, p. 1). But the heart of this
seemingly paradoxical thesis is that the migration of highly educated workers to
developed economies may actually foster human capital formation within those nations
(Beine et al., 2001a; Mountford, 1997; Stark & Wang, 2002). As Beine et al. have
succinctly summarized "the essence of the argument is that if the return to education is
higher abroad than at home, the possibility of migration increases the expected return to
human capital, thereby enhancing domestic enrollment in education" (2003, p. 5).
Because of the possibility of obtaining well-paid jobs for highly educated or skilled
workers abroad, individuals in developing nations are provided with a powerful incentive
to remain in school and to pursue tertiary or advanced technical degrees. Since only a
portion of those motivated by a migration incentive to advance their education actually
migrates, "there may be an overall increase in the country's post-migration level of
human capital" (Beine, et al. 2003, p. 5). Indeed, "the recent literature on the brain drain
and human capital formation suggests that natives' human capital may depend on
emigration prospects" (Docquier, et al., 2007, p. 16). Individuals in developing nations

may pursue their education even if opportunities to benefit from advanced
knowledgelskill levels are not widely available in their homelands if they foresee the
possibility of obtaining high-wage employment within a developed country. The central
theme of the new brain drain effects model: "is that if the possibility of emigration
encourages more skill-creation than skill-loss, sending or home countries might increase
their stocks of skills as opportunities to move or work abroad open up" (Commander, et
al., 2002, p. 7).
As a corollary of the new thinking or brain gain paradigm, in addition to private
gains obtained from actual migration abroad and to the collective, economy-wide gains
achieved through incentives to pursue education by those who nevertheless remain in
their home countries, the immigration of educated workers abroad might yield indirect
benefits (Commander, et al., 2002). Even if they do not migrate, the knowledge and
skills that individuals who further their education and training in anticipation of obtaining
high-wage jobs abroad can transmit this knowledge to their children (Vidal, 1998) or to
co-workers within their home nations (Mountford, 1997). Hence, in addition to having a
direct positive impact on human capital formation within nations that send some (but not
all) of their highly educatedlskilled workers abroad, the incentive provided by prospects
for migration may have beneficial spillover effects.
Curse or Boon

Leaving this curse or boon debate aside, it is known that certain developing
countries export a substantially greater proportion of their highly educated worlters
abroad than do other non-OECD nations. As Docquier and his colleagues have observed,
"unsurprisingly, the brain drain is strong in small countries which are not too distant from

the major OECD regions, which share colonial links with OECD countries, and which
send most of their migrants to host countries where quality-selective immigration
programs exist" (2007, p. 2). In this framework it is noted that small nations of the
Caribbean region are located in close geographic proximity to two North American
OECD economies, the United States and Canada; that they have colonial linkages to
Great Britain, France and the Netherlands; and, that United States, Canada and Great
Britain currently have highly selective immigration regimes in place. Indeed, as Mishra
has remarked, the forces favoring brain drain or even brain gain are "embedded in the
Caribbean psyche" (2006, p. 12). Similarly in his study, Diaspora, Migration and
Development in the Caribbean, Nurse, observed that "migration is one of the defining

features of the modem Caribbean" (2004, p. 1). Nurse added that as a consequence of
serving as a net exporter of labor since early 1950's, the Caribbean region currently has
"one of the largest diasporic communities in the world in proportion to its population"
(2004, p. 1). The vast majority of Caribbean expatriate workers have migrated to North
America, most notably to the United States, where they have established so-called
enclave communities within America's urban centers (Docquier, Lohest, & Marfouk,
2005). Nevertheless, Caribbean immigrant communities can also be found in Canada,
Great Britain, and France.
While the flow of workers from Caribbean nations to OECD countries, again,
most notably the United States, has proceeded without interruption from the end of World
War 11, it is possible to distinguish between two broad stages in its modem evolution. As
Nurse (2004) has pointed out, between 1945 and the mid-1970s unskilled and semiskilled workers accounted for most of the labor migration between the Caribbean and

North America. The bulk of these migrants were primary school graduates who sought
low-status, often menial jobs in the United States. Starting in the second half of the
1970s, however, while this flow continued at stable levels, highly educated professional
workers, notably in the health care and academic fields, began to emigrate from the
Caribbean to North America in large numbers. This development initiated a second and
distinctly different phase in the region's history of labor exportation, one with a salient
brain drain component. Nurse states that "the problem for the Caribbean is that it is not
surplus or under-employed labor that is the main group of migrants. Instead, it is the
highly skilled and educated" (2004, p. 6). Indeed, as Patricia Grogg (2007) has lamented,
it is "the best and the brightest" within the Caribbean who are now immigrating to the
United States. Moreover, physicians, nurses, professors and teachers are heavily overrepresented within the current Caribbean brain drain. Guyana is a perfect example of this
migration as most of its professionals and skilled labor now reside in the United States,
Canada, England and other parts of the Caribbean.

Return Migration
Facing especially gloomy prospects, those developing countries that are especially
susceptible to losses through brain drain, that is, nations that have lost a substantial
percentage of their highly educated populace through migration into OECD economies
might nonetheless retain a measure of hope. That hope rests in large part on the
phenomenon of return migration or repatriation. As Borjas and Bratsberg have observed,
individual "migration decisions are reversible" (1996, p. 165) and many studies have
demonstrated that a substantial number of immigrants from developing countries to the
United States eventually return to their homelands. Better yet, these individuals might

bring with them much needed capital and even advanced knowledge/skills acquired
within developed societies. Return migration is particularly prominent among the laborexporting nations of the Caribbean. As Thomas-Hope has remarked, cross-border
migration from the region is "part of a wider transnational system of outflow, interaction
and feedback" (1999, p. 191). In like manner, Nurse has commented that with the sole
exception of Cuba "complex reciprocal flows rather than permanent one way movements
characterize Caribbean migration7'(2004, p. 4). From a survey of returned brain drain
migrants that she conducted in Kingston, Jamaica, Thomas-Hope (1999) found that
repatriated Jamaicans had typically spent only short periods of time abroad. A full 60.4%
of the educated professionals who had returned to Jamaica had spent fewer than five
years outside of their nation. The researcher reported that "professionals were more
likely (than other vocational groups) to return within 1 to 5 years. If they remained for
longer periods abroad, they were less likely to returnn(Thomas-Hope, 1999, p. 190). In
many instances, these professionals traveled to the United States, Canada or Great Britain
to advance their professional skills by enrolling in post-graduate university programs,
returning after completion of their academic work. On the other hand, Thomas-Hope
also stated that "return migration has rarely been a characteristic of middle or upper class
groups with the financial capability of moving in family units" (1999, p. 184).
Effects of Return Migration

It is generally presumed by researchers such as Commander (2002), and Galor
and Stark (1990), that return migration has positive effects upon labor-exporting
countries, particularly those that have been "drained" of a substantial proportion of their
highly educated citizens. According to Commander and his associates states "as to return

migration, a positive channel would occur when migrants return with experience,
financial resources, links to networks and skills from a stay abroad that are then
productively deployed at home" (2002, p. 19). Galor and Stark (1990) have noted that,
on the whole, immigrants tend to save more of their income than do the native-born
within host economies, that wealth accumulation is positively related with intentions of
return immigration; and that high-saving individuals do indeed, bring acquired wealth
back to their homelands. In a study of Turkish migrants returning from Western Europe,
Dustmann and Kirchkamp (2001) found that most of them chose self-employment or
non-employment (retirement) upon returning to Turkey. The researchers reported that
returnees with high levels of education were more likely to be active labor market
participants. In essence, a large proportion of these repatriated workers established small
businesses that furnished employment to their compatriots and contributed to their
nation's overall economic growth. Massey and Parrado (1998) also found that immigrants
who returned to Mexico from the United States played a positive role in Mexican
economic development, spearheading business formation upon repatriation, particularly
by establishing small retail operations that had a robust influence upon local job creation.
From her interviews with Jamaican repatriated workers, Thomas-Hope reported
that "few (returned) migrants from either the US or the UK acquired any formal
educational qualifications but large percentages.. .felt certain that they had improved their
education because of the experiences gained outside their home country"(1999, p. 188).
Thomas-Hope further remarked that "usually the skills acquired abroad are used in selfemployment activities and make a contribution to the community in a number of ways"
(1999, p. 197). As with Galor and Stark (1990), Massey and Parrado (1998), Thomas-

Hope's (1999) and Dustmann and Kirchkarnp (2001) findings lend support to the
intuitively strong assumption that return migration to developing nations has positive
effects, particularly through entrepreneurial activities that generate employment in local
economies.
In contrast to these affirmative findings, at least some studies have indicated that a
substantial proportion of all international labor migrants who return home do so without
wealth, improved skills, or entrepreneurial intentions. According to Commander et. al.
"studies of return migration suggest that those who return may be those that have
performed relatively poorly when abroad; the best migrants tend to stay" (2002, p. 20).
Gmelch openly questioned the premise that return immigrants are a boon to their home
countries. He noted that "even for the few migrants who do acquire technical or
industrial skills, there is a good chance they will not be able to apply them at home"
(Gmelch, 1980, p. 157). Gmelch was not discussing highly educated brain drain
returnees. Yet his point still has some validity in application to brain drain repatriation.
Absent economic progress within the labor-exporting country, even educated returnees
may not find outlets for their skills or their wealth available to them in their nations of
origin. In addition a substantial proportion of developing country return migrants use
their acquired wealth to purchase real estate, including arable land (Thomas-Hope, 1999).
The net impact of such purchases on the developing nation's economy depends on
whether these returnees decide to cultivate the parcels and upon how efficiently they do

Lastly, some scholars have commented that return migration to developing
countries may yield negative consequences even if the migrant has succeeded abroad.

Gmelch (1980), for example, found that the return of a successful migrant may have a
demonstration effect that motivates those who have thus far remained at home to
emigrate abroad in the hope of replicating that success for them. Enriched returnees to
poor developing nations necessarily exacerbate existing income inequalities (Borjas &
Bratsberg. 1996). Failed returnees may exert a de-stabilizing influence upon their
communities or siphon off scarce social welfare resources (de Coulon & Piracha, 2005).
Thus, while the return of labor migrants usually has positive consequences for developing
countries, the actual impact of repatriation is contingent upon factors and circumstances
that are difficult for scholars to specify in advance of inquiry.
Summary and Interpretations

The review of the literature explored theoretical and methodological works that
explain international labor migration and return migration to developing countries. This
review explored the various international migration theories and empirical studies that
tested propositions in these models. A critique of theoretical and empirical literature
leads to areas for future scholarly inquiry discussed in this section. This review included
the impact of the brain drain on economic development of countries and factors that
affect return migration relying on the theory of international migration. The discussion in
this literature review explains the brain drain and return migration included the
neoclassical theory of international migration, the new economics of migration, and the
dual labor market theory world systems theory. Additionally, international movement
and the motivation were discussed in the discussion of the network theory, institutional
theory cumulative causation and migration systems theory. This discussion provided

direction to the research question both on a theoretical and empirical perspective as
discussed below.

TheoreticalLiterature
The neoclassical migration theory consists of two complementary macro-level
and micro-level dimensions that explains the movement of labor across borders. This
theory postulates that nations with large pools of labor will send this labor to other
countries in search of higher wages. The assumptions that underpin the micro-level
neoclassical model of international labor migration are similar to the premises of macrolevel theory. In addition, however, the micro-level perspective acknowledges individual
variations in self-selection by human capital endowments. In other words, skill levels
vary from one individual to another individual, as do opportunities to enhance skills by
moving abroad. Still, as in macro-level theory this perspective presumes that migration
will not take place without earnings and potential employment rates between countries.
Governments can influence migration flows through policies that affect
earnings/employment differentials, e.g., national economic development programs and/or
policies that "impact upon costs, both material and psychological" (Massey et al., 1993,
p. 436). The former would include taxes, restrictions, or outright bans on outward
migration, the latter would include factors that bind the individual to his or her homeland
(appeals to patriotism) and/or household unit (appeals to family unity).
The assumptions of the "new economics" perspective do not conflict with those of
neo-classical theory, but they are nevertheless different. First, households, rather than
individuals, are the basic migration decision-making units. Second wage differentials are
not necessarily the primary determinant of migration and there are strong incentives for

households to engage simultaneously in both works abroad and in sending countries.
Third, the new economics of labor migration model implies that labor outflows may not
end even if wage differentials between sending and receiving nations are reduced or even
equalized. In this model, governments can influence outward migration through measures
that extend beyond the domain of labor marketsper se, including policies that affect
earnings insurance (unemployment payments) and futurestcredit markets, e.g.,
encouraging the development of private lending institutions (Massey et al., 1993, p. 439-

440).
Nevertheless, like the dual labor market theory with which it is coupled by
Massey et. al., (1993), world systems theory yields the conclusion that there is virtually
nothing that sending country governments can do to influence/curtail outward labor
migration effectively as a whole or "brain drains" in particular.
Congruent with dual labor market and world systems perspectives on the causes
of international labor migration, what Massey et al. (1993) referred to as Institutional
Theory maintains that cross-border human capital movements are sustained, in large part,
by intermediary agents that benefit directly from the migration process itself. These
intermediaries include legitimate labor recruiting agencies, as well as black market
entrepreneurs, such as criminal groups that guide immigrants across the Mexican border,
or agencies that arrange marriages between foreigners and citizens of labor-importing
countries (Massey, 1993).
In effect, the cumulative causation model points out that, independent of social
network influences per se, the impact of prior migration upon the propensity of
individuals to leave their homelands is generally self-perpetuating. Once initiated,

outward labor migration affects the sending nation's economy and society in a manner
that tends to enhance the perceived benefits and to reduce the perceived costs of
migration.
Empirical Literature
Empirical studies on the brain drain from developing to developed countries have
suffered from two major problems. The first as discussed by Carrington and
Detragaiche's (1999a) work is that there is not a standard mechanism that is used to
record the number and characteristics of international migrants. While the Docauier and
Marfouk's (2005) database is mostly used in the study of brain drain, the authors
admitted that this database is neither reliable nor comprehensive. It is, instead, the best
that brain drain researchers currently have at their disposal.
Although it may not likely to review all of the variables that have contributed to
international labor migration, it is evident that developing nations are experiencing an
ongoing loss of human capital that is unprecedented in modem history. It is equally
apparent that this phenomenon is a consequence of an unprecedented constellation of
causal factors. It is easy to conclude that developing countries are now facing the
equivalent of a "perfect storm" that will systematically devastate their respective workforce skill profiles should it continue unabated. Nevertheless, at least some scholars have
asserted that the brain drain may, under certain conditions, actually increase human
capital resources within labor exporting nations. It is to this subject of whether the brain
drain is a "curse" or a "boon" that the review at hand now turns.
Repatriation is a complicated phenomenon among brain drain migrants as
Thomas-Hope's (1999) survey results show. It is one that is affected by variables that are

difficult to capture through quantitative data-gathering methods, factors that include
educational enrollment abroad and family constellations. Moreover, when set alongside
the large body of scholarly works dedicated to labor migration as a whole or even the
brain drain in particular, the literature on return migration is exceedingly thin.
There is a huge and rapidly mounting body of works on the brain drain, and
despite substantial methodological barriers much of this work is comprised of welldesigned empirical studies. The vast amount of evidence suggest that nations that
experience the out migration of a large proportion of their educated workers suffer
severely negative consequences. Plainly, the nation of Guyana is among that set of
developing countries for which brain drain is more of a curse than a boon. Some basic
facts concerning brain drain from Guyana, including its magnitude and its broad effects
have been reported within the literature. As with the Caribbean region as a whole, our
knowledge of Guyanese brain drain is far from adequate. Consequently, it may be
reasonably surmised that additional research on brain drain from Guyana to the United
States is warranted and, in fact, necessary.
Economic development and international migration are directly related (Todaro,
1996). Guyana, over the last three decades has suffered a mass exodus of its young,
highly educated, and highly skilled population according to 2006 report from the
Population Division of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the United
Nations Secretariat. While data does not exist to document the actual Guyanese leaving
their homeland, the work of Carrington and Detragiache (1999a) gives a glimpse of the
extent of the brain drain. Further work is needed to document these numbers accurately;
however, the Carrington and Detragiache (199913) study is a good gauge on the extent of

Guyana's brain drain. This huge exiting of educated and professional Guyanese has
stifled economic growth of the country as well as economic development, which is the
living standard of those remaining. The theoretical and empirical literature on migration
does not adequately examine the factors that motivate individuals to return to their home
countries (Adda, Dustmann & Mestres, 2006). As a consequence of this neglect, the
available literature offers very little findings and conclusions on the key topics of "why"
immigrants return to their homelands and "what" effects their repatriation has upon their
countries of origin (Adda, Dustmann & Mestres, 2006).
Table 2- 2 summarizes the major theoretical, empirical and methodological
studies on the brain drain discussed in this review. The Table also provides the major
contributions made by these authors in the filed of international migration theory and
brain drain.

Table 2 - 2
Summary of Literature Review
Independent Variables

Author (Year)
Todaro (1969)

Thomas-Hope (1999)

Children

Commander, Kangasniemi,
&Winters (2002)
Carrington and Detragaiche
(1999a)

Findings

.
.

Expected earnings gap that counts in
individual labor migration decisions as
the young generally migrate.
Developed countries aggressively poach
talent from developing countries using
very attractive immigration incentives,
especially younger talents.
The use of temporary skilled migrant
visas as in the USA attract the young and
more mobile.
Children are a factor in the migration
decision process.

Gender

Thomas-Hope (1999)

Gender plays a role in the return process.

Income

Katz & Stark (1986)

Cross-border migration is partially a
response to the risk of unemployment or
under-employment within an
individual's home economy.
The driving force behind labor
migration is a wage differential based
upin differences in factor constellations
(labor and capital) between workerexporting and worker-importing
countries.
Low wages, few incentives and poor
working conditions are factors
explaining migration.

Massey, Arango, Hugo,
Kouaouci, Pelligrino, &
Taylor (1993)
Connell, Zurn, Sitwell,
Awases & Braichet (2007)

Education

Bhagwati & Hamada
(1974)
Todaro ( 1976)
Lucas (1998)
Grogg (2007)

Martial Status

Carrington and Detragaiche
(1999a)

The best and brightest workers leave
their home country for opportunities in
developed countries
Highly skilled and technical manpower
migrate from developing to developed
countries.
Education is a maior determinant in
migration.
Reported that 89% of Guyanese citizens
who completed a tertiary level (college
or advanced professionalltrade school)
education had left their homeland.
Differences in the quality of life,
educational opportunities for children,
and job security may also play a role in
migration in addition to family ties.

Table 2 - 2

Summary of Literature Review - continued
Independent
Economic Development

Author (Year)
Massey and Parrado (1998)
Thomas-Hope (1999)
Dustmann and Kirchkmp
(2001)
Beine (2003)

Social-Political

Fawcett (1989); Foad
(2005)
Beine (2003)

Borjas (1987 & 1995)

Findings
Mexican repatriates played a positive
role in economic development.
Returnees brought skills that contributed
to economic development.
Returnees brought entrepreneurial skills
and engaged in opportunities that
generated employment.
Reverse migration for the highly skilled
is negligible unless preceded by
sustained economic growth in the
country of origin.

The existence of these transnational
social networks tends to pull in
additional migrant workers.
Positive changes in environing political,
social, economic, and, particularly,
employment conditions within the
immigrants' home nations appear to
have a major causal influence on return
migration flows.
Freedom from political persecution and
conflict in their homelands, greater
opportunities for upward mobility
including intergenerational mobility,
greater individual liberties.

Wealth

Galor and Stark (1990)

Immigrants tend to save more of their
income than do the native-born within
host economies, that wealth
accumulation is positively related with
intentions of return migration and that
high-saving individuals do indeed bring
acquired wealth back to their homelands

Earned Skills

Stark & Tablor (1991)

Returnees bring skill acquired in a
developed country to their country of
origin.
Returnees will return if human capital
acquired in the receiving nation is worth
more within the sending nation.
Returnees bring back much need
knowledge/skills acquired within
developed societies.

Dustmann (1997)

Borjas & Bratsberg

Table 2 - 2
Summary of Literature Review - continued

Dependent Variables
Intent to Return

Author (Year)
Gmelch (1980)

Galor & Stark ( 1990)
Stark &Taylor (1991)

Massey & Parado (1998)
Thomas-Hope (1999)

Findings
Non-economic factors serve as major
determinants of repatriation decisions.
Immigrants who return do so with
wealth.
As a result of wealth or skill acquired in
a developed country, migrants may elect
to repatriate into a society in which they
can enjoy wealth and status relative to
the populace at large.
Found that immigrants returned and
played a positive role upon repatriation.
Factors include age, education, family
constellations, and political ties. Positive
contributions through entrepreneurial
activities.

Borjas & Bratsberg (1996)

Individual migration decisions are
reversible.

Byron and Condon (1996)

Social networks are major determinants
to return migration.

Research Question, Hypotheses, Research Model
Cassarino (2004) noted that because of the link between economic development
and migration, there is a heightened need to revisit the approaches to return migration.
Cassarino maintained that there is growing need to "know who returns, when, and why
and why some returnees appear as actors of change, in specific social and institutional
circumstances at home, whereas others do not" (2004, p. 254). The need to know who
migrates and why they would return is the basis of the research question identified in this
study and the ten hypotheses.

Research Question (Hll)

1. Are independent variables age, number of children, gender, income levels,
education levels, marital status, intent to contribute to economic development,
socio-political factors such as cultural participation and political involvement,
accumulated wealth and earned skills explanatory variables of the intention to
return of Guyanese living in the U.S.?
Research Hypotheses

HI:

There is a significant relationship between an individual's age and the
intention to return to Guyana.

H2:

There is a significant relationship between the number of children of an
individual and the intention to return to Guyana.

H3 :

There is a significant relationship between a person's gender and the
intention to return to Guyana.

H4:

There is a significant relationship between a person's personal income and
the intention to return to Guyana.

H5 :

There is a significant relationship between a person's educational level
and the intention to return to Guyana.

H6:

There is a significant relationship between marital status of the person and
the intention to return to Guyana.

H7:

There is a significant relationship between the intent to contribute to
Guyana's economic development and the intention to return to Guyana.

HS:

There is a significant relationship between participation in socio-political
factors of the in the home country and the intention to return to Guyana.

H9:

There is a significant relationship between a person's wealth and
accumulated assets in the host country and the intention to return to
Guyana.

H10:

There is a significant relationship between skills earned in the host country
and the intention to return to Guyana.

H11:

All variables in the research question and intention to return to Guyana

Figure 1. Hypothesized Model.

CHAPTER I11
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter outlines the methodology used in this study, which focuses on human capital
outflow and factors affecting return migration to developing countries, emphasizing Guyana. The
research methodology for this research is used to test the ten research hypotheses and answer the
research question (hypotheses 11). Included in this chapter is the research design, the population
and sampling plan, instrumentation, ethical considerations and data collection procedures, the
methods of data analysis and evaluation of the methodology. Presented and discussed are the
methods of data analysis to test the hypotheses, answer the research question and issues of
internal and external validity of the study.
Research Design
This study used a quantitative, non-experimental, correlational (explanatory) and
comparative (exploratory) survey research design to determine factors that would influence the
intention to return to Guyana after living in United States. This design is appropriate to the
problem, as it does not involve changing or modifying the situation under investigation, nor is it
intended to detect cause-and-effect relationships. The research question is: Are age, children,
gender, income, education, marital status, economic development, socio-political, wealth and
earned skills explanatory variables of the intention to return of Guyanese living in the U.S.?
Data for the study was gathered from Guyanese living in the United States, which was
used to examine the relationships between the independent variables including, age, children,
gender, income, education, marital status, and the intention to return to Guyana. Additionally,
construct variables measuring socio-political stability, economic development, and earned skills
are also used to examine their effect on the intention to return to Guyana. In order to analyze the

study's primary question, the study tested ten research hypotheses using non-parametric
statistical techniques.
Population -

The target population for this study is Guyanese andlor Guyanese American above the
age of 18 years legally residing in the United States, specifically in New York City. Three
communities in New York City were selected because of the large numbers of Guyanese living
in these areas, which are Richmond Hill, Queens, Flatbush, Brooklyn, and Cypress Hills,
Brooklyn. The selection also allowed for the two dominant ethnic groups, Guyanese of Indian
and African origins, to be represented in the survey. Guyanese of East Indian origin reside
predominately in Richmond Hill and Cypress Hills communities whereas Guyanese of African
origin lives predominately in Flatbush and Cypress Hills communities.
Setting

In each of the three communities identified, it was relatively easy to access this
population as the community is fairly well clustered in very small geographic areas. In
Richmond Hill, which has the largest number of Guyanese concentration in New York City, the
entire community is accessible on Liberty Avenue from 105 Street to 129 Streets. The shopping
strip catering to this community has the majority of the retail outlets and is heavily trafficked on
Fridays and Saturdays as these are common days for the Guyanese population to shop. This is
also true for Cypress Hills, Brooklyn, where the specific area would be Fulton Street between
Nonvood Avenue and Elderts Lane. For the Flatbush community, the busy area is on Church
Avenue from Flatbush Avenue to Ocean Avenue. The entire sample required for this study of at
least 150 participants that were located in these three communities where surveys were
distributed.

Sampling Plan
This study utilized a convenience sampling methodology because the entire target
population is located in the three geographic areas identified. Additionally, this non-probability
method was selected because it is inexpensive and effective to gather data needed for this study
given the research methodology.
The actual distribution of questionnaires was accomplished by the use of a one-on-one
interview methodology where the researcher personally distributed the questionnaires. This
yielded a very high rate of response as the researcher scheduled appointment with potential
participants and the participants who feel obligated to complete the interview (Creswell, 2005).
However, the researcher is aware that there may be a threat to validity as the researcher may
prejudice answers knowingly or unknowingly. But the researcher took every precaution as to not
to influence or bias respondents answers.
Sample Size
The entire minimum sample of 150 was accessible in the communities of Richmond Hill,
Queens, NY, Flatbush, Brooklyn, NY, and Cypress Hills, Brooklyn, NY. Individuals who were
selected to complete the survey constituted a self-selected, self-reported, final data producing
sample. It is estimated that well over 140,000 Guyanese reside in the New York City area
(Kershaw, 2002). The sample size needed for R~ is based on the formula of n > 50 + 8m (Green,
1991) where m is number of predictors and for this study it is the explanatory variables. The
sample size needed is 50 +8(10) = 130. However the researcher opts to gather data for
approximately 150 participants representing a proportionate sample of 50 from each panel of the
three communities using a participant intercept method (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black,
1998). Only those participants who answered question 35 were included in this study.

Anticipated Response Rate
One of the major factors that influenced the response rate for this survey is that
researcher tried to personally incorporate the participation of participants, which research shows
will yield a high response rate (Gall & Gall, 2003). Because the respondents were also assured of
anonymity and confidentiality, the response rate was positively impacted. The expected response
rate of 50% was achieved. The researcher distributed the questionnaire to approximately 300
participants, 100 in each of the identified communities.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
In the conduct of survey for this research it is necessary to identify the inclusion and
exclusion criteria of the sample population. This eliminated bias in the sample. Below is a listing
of the eligibility and exclusion for this study. The following are the eligibility and exclusion
criterion that was to select participants for this research.

Inclusion criteria. Inclusion criteria (eligibility criteria to participate in the study):
1. Any person eighteen years and older of Guyanese origin living in the Richmond Hill,
Queens, NY, Flatbush, Brooklyn, NY, and Cypress Hills, Brooklyn, NY.

2. Participants need to read, write, and speak English.
3. Participants agree to complete the survey entirely.

Exclusion criteria. Exclusion criteria (criteria to not be a participant in the study):

1. Employees of the Government of Guyana residing in the United States will be
excluded.

2. Guyanese who are below the age of eighteen years will be excluded.
3. Guyanese who are institutionalized in the U.S.

4. Guyanese not living in one of the three areas: Richmond Hill, Queens, NY, Flatbush,
Brooklyn, NY, and Cypress Hills, Brooklyn, NY.
Instrumentation
A 41-item questionnaire on Factors Affecting Repatriation to Guyana, adapted from the
Arthur (2000) study survey of the African Diaspora in the United States conducted on 600
Africans immigrants living in the United States, was used to gather data on the intention to return
to Guyana. See Appendix A for the questionnaire and Appendix B for the permission to use the
questionnaire from publisher. The questionnaire was designed to be completed in 20 minutes.
There is no published reliability or validity analysis of the instrument used by Arthur (2000).
All questions are closed-ended questions in which answers are selected from a list of
response options. This structure was selected because it allow for uniformity across different
responses and the collection of accurate data for statistical analysis. The wording is simple and
written in a manner that would be familiar to the Guyanese population, for example the different
classification of educational attainment, tertiary, which is used in Guyana and undergraduate and
which is used in the United States.
In addition, the following constructs of the questionnaire were developed to consist of the

Personal Profile, which included questions on age, gender, marital status, country of birth,
citizenship, and number of children, and the Educational Profile, which included questions on
highest degree earned, by the participant and the participant's spouse. The Economic Profile
included questions on employment status and current employment position of both participant
and spouse, annual income, and total household income, and the Social Profile included
questions on cultural affinity to Guyana, family ties to Guyana in terms of financial support and

frequency of home visits. Finally, the Political Profile included questions on stability and trust in
the Government of Guyana, participation in political activities and maintaining political ties.
The following modifications to questionnaire were made based on Institutional Review
Board (IRB) approval and a pre-test of twenty participants: (1) Question 3, change age category
from "10-19" to "18-19" to reflect only those above 18 years can complete survey, (2), Question
3, corrected to reflect age distribution. Adjustment made to include the 50-59 age group, (3)
Question 6, some engineerslscientists felt that there was not a category for them. Adjustment
made to remove the word "administrative from category "professional/administrative", (4)
Question 8, issue of someone who was engaged. No changes made to survey. Individuals should
check 'never married", (4) Question 9, the category of "none" was added to option, (5) Question
14, change direction to jump to question 19 if not married, (6) Question 27, remove the word "is"
form question, (7) Question 36, add the word "government" to question and (10) All items to fit
into four pages.

Reliability
Cohen (1998) states that in order to establish reliability of a measuring instrument, it
needs to provide the same results from repeated attempts. Cronbach's alpha coefficient is used to
test for internal consistency (Creswell, 2005), and the common accepted criteria for a scale to be
reliable is an alpha coefficient that is at least .70 or higher (Filed, 2005). Any coefficient measure
that is lower implies that the scale is unreliable. The reliability of a test is expressed as a
correlation coefficient that represents the consistency of scores that would be obtained if the test
was conducted and infinite number of times. Reliability of this instrument was established by
test-retest.

Validity
Validity is a unitary notion. Verification of validity is established from content, and
analysis of content related evidence is usually a rational, judgmental process (Creswell, 2005).
Internal validity considers the extent to which the results of the study are credible or plausible,
and external validity refers to the degree in which the results of the study can be generalized to
other contexts (Creswell, 2005). For this research design, the internal and external validity were
evaluated.
Internal Validity - Strengths

1. This study is used a quantitative, non-experimental, correlational (explanatory)
and casual-comparative (exploratory) survey research design to measure the
intention to return to Guyana of Guyanese or people of Guyanese origin living in
New York City by examining ten casual explanatory variables.
2. The procedures for data collection methods were in heavy and homogeneous
populated Guyanese areas in the United States.
3. Internal validity was established from the significant results.

Internal Validity - Weaknesses
1. A non-experimental research design, which is used in this study, is weaker than

an experimental design.
2. The explanatory research design is stronger than exploratory or descriptive
design.

3. The instrument has not been tested for validity by prior studies.

4. While there was a high participation rate (N=236), many surveys were
incomplete. Missing data was treated with pairwise deletion, affecting the
statistical power of the analyses conducted.

External Validity - Strengths

1. The target population of Guyanese or people of Guyanese origin reside in three
different communities in the United States.
2. There was a high participation rate for this study (N=236).

External Validity Weaknesses
1. Because the sample (N=169) was selected in New York, generalizing results
beyond other geographic is a limitation in this study.
2. Convenience non-probability selection of the sample limits representation of the

Guyanese immigrants in the United States.
Procedures: Ethical Considerations, Data Collection and Analysis Methods

Etlzical Considerations
Lynn has instituted an ethical policy for research which is guided by the Institutional
Review Board ( IRB), that governs all research involving human subjects at the University by
faculty, staff, or student researcher. This research falls under this policy and is compliant with
Lynn's IRB policy. The following application was submitted and approved by Lynn's IRB:

FORM 1: Part A - Application for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects; Part B Certifications and Signatures; Part C -The Research Protocol; Part D - Curriculum Vitae
(Resume) of Principal Investigator, and Appendix - Permission letters including instrument.
From 3 was completed as the researcher petitioned IRB for an expedited review of the study and
was approved. See Appendix C for Voluntary Consent Form.

Data Collection Methods

The procedure followed in this research includes the following:

1. The researcher secured permission to adapt instrument in study. Greenwood
Publishing is the owner of the property rights of the instrument and a fee was paid to
use the instrument. See Appendix B.
2. The researcher provided IRB pertinent information pertaining to the three

communities in New York City where the data will be collected. The three
communities are located in the City of New York and specifically in two boroughs:
Queens and Brooklyn. The communities are: Richmond Hill, Cypress Hills and
Flatbush.
3. An application and protocol to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) was submitted.

A request to waive documentation of the consent signature was made to the IRB as
this served as an identifier. Additionally, an expedited review and approval was
requested from and accepted by IRB. Form 1 and Form 3 was submitted as part of
the application were approved.
With IRE3 approval, data collection commenced:

4. Using a convenience sampling methodology, each of the 150 respondents was
identified in public areas: In Richmond Hill, Queens: this is be on Liberty Avenue
from 105 Street to 129 Street, central distribution point of surveys was on Lefferts
Boulevard and 121 Street. For Cypress Hills, Brooklyn, where the specific area was
Fulton Street between Nonvood Avenue and Elderts Lane, central distribution point
of surveys was at the intersection of Fulton Street and Crescent Street. For the
Flatbush community the busy strip is on Church Avenue from Flatbush Avenue to

Ocean Avenue, central distribution point was at the intersection of these two major
streets.

5. The researcher asked each participant if they were qualified and were willing to
participate in a survey that is anonymous on return migration to Guyana. See
Appendix C for voluntary consent form.

6. The researcher asked each participant if they had completed this survey before. If
yes, the researcher did not give participant another survey.

7. The researcher asked each participant if they reside in one of the specific geographic
areas that the researcher is currently gathering data to ensure that the data is reflective
of the three identified areas of New York City.
8. Participants were asked to read the authorization for voluntary consent.
9. Each of the survey respondents received a consent form, questionnaire, and a self-

addressed stamped envelope that they used to mail back the completed questionnaire
to the researcher. Respondents were asked to return the completed questionnaire and
not the consent form.
10. There were approximately 300 respondents invited to participate in the research with
the goal of a 50% respondent rate.
11. Participants were anonymous and did not contain any identifiers on the survey or
return envelope. Return survey constituted the participant's consent to participate in
the survey.
12. The estimated time to complete the survey was approximately 20 minutes.
13. All results have been reported as group data.

14. Data collection period is expected to be one month and no longer than one year. This
took 4 weeks to complete.

15. IRE3 Form 8 will be submitted three months after data collection completion.

16. All data analysis was conducted using SPSS.

17. All data has been stored confidentially, saved electronically with security, and will be
destroyed after five years
Methods of Data Analysis
Analysis of data in this study was conducted using Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS). As the data is non-continuous and nonparametric, Pearson's Chi-Square test, nominal
categorical logistic regression, ANOVA analyses were used to test the hypotheses and to answer
research question. The objective of research question is to measure the intention to return to
Guyana of Guyanese or people of Guyanese origin living in New York City by examining the
explanatory and exploratory variables. Descriptive statistics in the form of demographic profiles
and frequency distributions are presented in Chapter 4 for the study construct variables.
Nominal categorical logistic regression analysis was used in this study because it can
show how a number of independent variables can predict the dependent variable at a significant
level. The nominal categorical regressions extend the standard linear regression procedures by
concurrently scaling nominal variables. The procedure quantifies categorical variables so that the
quantifications reflect characteristics of the original categories. Using nonlinear transformations
allow variables to be analyzed at a variety of levels to find the best-fitting model. The resulting
F-statistic showed the predictive capability of the model, and the R-Square coefficients of
variance showed the degree of variance of the dependent variables that are explained by the
predictor variables in the regressions.

Initially, once the data was collected, response options provided for each question were
assigned numerical codes, to allow for maximum data analysis. For example, question 1 (Ql)
which seeks to know the place of birth, the answer will be coded as l=USA, 2= Guyana and
3=Other. Several of the questions that have a YesiNo answer, to which l=Yes and 2=No codes
were assigned. This same methodology is followed for the coding of all questions and response
options. No responses for any question was reverse coded.
Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation test and ANOVA analysis was use to test
hypotheses 1 thru 10 and their explanatory relationships between each of the specified variables
in the construct. Additionally, nominal categorical logistic regression analyses were used to test
exploratory relationship between the specified independent variables regressed on the dependent
variable.
All of the hypotheses were regressed with a common dependent variable which is item
35. To test hypothesis 1 (HI) the relationship between age and the intention to return to Guyana,
item 3 was used. To test hypothesis two (H2) the relationship between the number of children
and the intention to return to Guyana, item 9 was used. To test hypothesis three (H3) the
relationship between gender and the intention to return to Guyana, item 2 was used. To test
hypothesis four (H4) the relationship between the level of income and the intention to return to
Guyana, item 11 was used. To test hypothesis five (H5) the relationship between educational
level and the intention to return to Guyana, item 7 was used. To test hypothesis six (H6) the
relationship between marital status the intention to return to Guyana, item 8 was used. To test
hypothesis seven (H7) the relationship between the intent to contribute to the country's economic
development and the intention to return to Guyana, item 38 was used. To test hypothesis eight

(HS), the relationship between socio-political factors and the intention to return to Guyana item

24 was used. To test hypothesis nine (H9) the relationship between wealth and accumulated
assets and the intention to return to Guyana, item 41 was used. To test hypothesis ten (HlO), the
relationship between earned skills and the intention to return to Guyana, item 40 was used.
To answer the research question (HI I), which includes all of the variables identified in
the hypotheses: age, children, gender, income, education, marital status, economic development,
socio-political, wealth and earned skills explanatory variables of the intention to return of
Guyanese living in the U.S., regression analysis was conducted using hypotheses 1 thru 10 in
which the dependent variable was question 35 and independent variables were questions 3,9,2,
l l , 7 8 , 3 8 24,41, and 40.
Evaluation of Research Methods

This study methodology is evaluated for internal and external validity, reporting on its
strengths and weaknesses of the research design, the sampling plan, instruments, procedures and
data collection methods and data analyses methods.
Reliability

Internal Validity (Reliability) Strengths
1. This study is using a quantitative, non-experimental, correlational (explanatory) and
casual-comparative (exploratory) survey research design to measure the intention to
return to Guyana of Guyanese or people of Guyanese origin living in New York City
by examining ten casual explanatory variables.
2. The instrument for this study was used in a previous study in 2000, although

reliability was not established for this instrument, the researcher pre-tested
questionnaire using a sample of 20 respondents using test-retest.

3. The procedure for data collection methods is in highly and homogeneous populated

Guyanese areas in the United States.
Internal Validity (Reliability) Weaknesses
1. A non-experimental research design, which is used in this study, is weaker than
an experimental design.

2. The required sample size (N = 130) (Green, 1991) is small and a low rate of
response would have affected the ability to conduct comparative and explanatory
analyses.
3. The explanatory research design is stronger than exploratory or descriptive
design.

4. The instrument used in this study and developed by John Arthur has not been
tested for validity by prior studies.
External Validity
External Validity Strengths

1. The sample size of 169 was selected with a valid answer to question 35. This
sample consisted of Guyanese or people of Guyanese origin reside in three
different communities in the United States with at least 33 percent from each
community.

2. The major Guyanese immigration is to New York with the three specific areas,
Richmond Hill, Cypress Hills, and Flatbush, receiving the most of these
individuals.

3. There was a high participation rate, 79%, for this study as many participants were
personally contacted in their cominunities to participate in the study.
External Validity Weaknesses

1. The sample for this study was restricted to three communities in New York,
United States that are within a 10 miles radius of each other.

2. Because the sample (N = 169) was selected in New York, generalizing results
beyond other geographic is a limitation in this study.
3. Random selection of the population in the United States would have allowed for a

representative of the immigrants.
The results of the data analysis and discussions of findings are presented in Chapter VI.
Included is the final data-producing sample, Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation test,
descriptive analysis of the participants, ANOVA analysis for hypotheses and regression analysis
for the research question. Chapter V includes a discussion of the findings, interpretation,
practical implications and limitations. Recommendations for future studies are also presented.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The main purpose of this study was to investigate factors that may affect the intention to
retum to Guyana of Guyanese living in the United States, New York and specifically New York
City. In addition, the study examined the relationship between factors such as socio-political,
economic development and earned skills, and the intention of Guyanese to retum to Guyana.
In order to analyze the study's primary research question, the study tested ten hypotheses,
based on self-report survey data collected from a non-probability convenience sample of 169
participants, selected from the target population of three New York communities that included
Richmond Hill, Queens, Flatbush, Brooklyn, and Cypress Hills, Brooklyn.
This chapter reports the demographic profiles of the sample studied, and for each
research hypothesis, inferential results are presented and findings discussed. With all of the
variables having nominal/categorical measures, non-parametric analyses such as Pearson's ChiSquared cross tabulations, ANOVA analysis and nominal categorical logistic regressions, were
conducted. All tests were conducted at the .05 level of significance.
Final Data-Producing Sample
A total of 300 questionnaires were distributed in three New York communities,
Richmond Hill, Queens, Cypress Hills, Brooklyn and Flatbush, Brooklyn with a response rate of
79.0%, totaling 236 completed questionnaires that were returned. Of the 236 completed
questionnaires that were included coded for analysis, 169 were selected for analysis because of a
valid answer to question 35 which is used test the ten hypotheses and answer the research
question. See Table 4 - 1.

Table 4 - I
Summay of Responses to Survey
Responses*

Frequency

Percentage

Valid Responses
Richmond Hill, Queens

59

Cypress Hills, Brooklyn

56

Flatbush, Brooklyn

54

Subtotal

169

* Those who have responded to question 35.
Descriptive Analysis

The following Tables (4 - 2 through 4 - 6) demonstrate the demographic profiles, in terms
of personal, educational, economic, social and political profiles, based on the self-reported
responses of the study participants to the survey questions.
Initial findings from the personal profile (Table 4-2) show that the study sample had more
males (53.8%) than females (44.4%), with most (45.6%) of the participants being between the
ages of 20 and 40 years. The age group with the highest percentage, 24.9%, of respondents is
between 20 to 29 years. Data on age also shows similar percentage for the 30 to 39 and the 40 to
49 age groups, with 20.7% and 22.5%, respectively. Respondents 50 years and older accounted
for 24.3% of the sample. Most (82.8%) of the respondents reported to have been born in
Guyana, with 75.7% claiming to have U.S. citizenship, while of the 39 who were not U.S.
citizens, 77.3% reported their desire to become a U.S. citizen.

Of the 64.5% who reported to be, or had been, married, 35.5% of the spouses were
Guyanese. The data also shows that 10.7% are divorced and 2.4% are separated from their
spouse. The majority (59.7%) has two or fewer children and 26.0% reported no children. Those
with four or more children represented 13.5% of the sample.

Table 4 - 2
Demographic projile of participants (Personal) '(SampleN=169)
Valid N

Variable:
Gender (N=166):

Male
Female
Age (N=168):
18- 19 yrs
20 - 29 yrs
30 - 39 yrs
40 - 49 yrs
50 - 59 yrs
60 - 69 yrs
70 - 79 yrs
80 and older

Country of Birth (N=168):

USA
Guyana
Other
US Citizen (N=167):

Yes
No
Marital Status (1V=168):
Never married
Married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Spouse Nationality (IV=94):
Guyanese
Guyanese American
Other
Number of Children (N=152):

0
1

2
3
4,
5
>5

% of Sample

For the participants and their spouses, most reported their highest level of education
(Table 4 - 3) was High School (34.3% and 22.5%, respectively). However, 22.5% of the
participants and 17.2% of their spouses have attained BBAs, with 17.8% and 8.3% having
technical school or teacher training, respectively.
Table 4 - 3
Demographic profile of participants (Educational) (Sample N=169)
Highest Degree Earned:
-

Valid N

% of Sample

-

Participant (N=164):
Less than High School
High School
Technical school/Teacher training
BBA
Masters
LL.M/LL.B.J.D
MD
Ph.d
Spouse @=I 1I):
Less than High School
High School
Technical school/Teacher training
BBA
Masters
LL.M/LL.B.J.D
MD
Ph.d

The results in Table 4 -4 show that most of the participants (68.6%) are employed,
however the data show that most of the participants are college students (18.9%), and
professionals (17.8%), while the other participants report to be in the agricultural industry
(8.3%). The data also shows that 113 % are self-employed. Working spouses represented 29.6%
of the sample. Annual income tends to be less than $60,000 for the sample participants (67.5%),
while total annual income including the spouse's contributions is higher with 60.4% reporting a

total annual income of $60,000 or more. However, 60.4% reported household income of greater
than $60,000. Those with household income greater than $100,000 represented 27.2% of the
sample while 9.5% stated that they had income less than $20,000.

Table 4 - 4

Demographic profile of participants (Economic) (Sample N=169)
Variable:

Employment Status (N=159):
Employed for wage
Out of work for > 1 yr
Out of work for < 1yr
Retired
Unable to work
Self-employed
Job Title (N=163):
Student in College
Entrepreneur
CraWlicensed craft
TechnicalIAdministrative
FarmingEishlAnimal Husbandry
Sales
Clergy
Clerical
Other
Professional
Driver/Food/Barber
Annual Income ($) (N=165):
< 20,000
20,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 79,999
80,000 - 99,999
100,000 +
Spouse Employment Status (N=107):
Student
Homemaker
Working Full Time
Looking for work
Retired
Working Part Time
Laid Off
Disabled
Total Household Income ($) (N=159):
< 20,000
20,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 79,999

Valid N

% of Sample

From the social demographic profile (Table 4 - 5) the findings show that the majority

(81.7%) still participate in cultural celebrations. With regard to the participants' children, 56.2%
tend to associate with other children whose parents are from Guyana, with 46.2% identifying
themselves as Guyanese. Amongst the participants, only 37.9% reported that they participate in
mutual aid with other Guyanese, with 58.6% reporting to provide financial support to relatives in
Guyana. In addition, 21.9% claimed to visit Guyana at least once a year.

Table 4 - 5
Demographic profile of participants (Social) (Sample N=169)
Valid N

Variable:
FestivaNCultural Celebrate (N=160):

Yes
No
Children 's ABnity (N=126):
American
Guyanese American
Other
Children associate with Guyanese (N=124):
Yes
No
Mutual Aid amongst Guyanese in US
(N=157):
Yes
No
Financial Supportfor relatives in Guyana per
year (N=161):
Yes
No
On a regular basis
As requested by family
Ifyouplan to return, when to you intend to
return to Guyana?(N=I 69)
Before Retirement
After Retirement
When the children leave home
Trips to Guyana (N=98):
Every six months
Every year
Every 1.5 yrs
Every 2 yrs
Every 3 yrs
Every 4 yrs

% of Sample

The political demographic findings show that most (78.7%) of the sample participants
believe that political stability is an important factor influencing their decision to return to
Guyana, although 72.8% do not believe there is tmst in the Government, with 55.6% not
participating in the political process (Table 4 - 6).
Table 4 - 6
Demographic profile of particQants (Political) (Sample N=169)
Variable:

Valid N

Is political stability in Guyana important to
you in your decision to return? (N=165):
Yes
No
Do you believe that there is trust in the
Government of Guyana? (N=167):
Yes
No

Did you participate in the political process by
voting in Guyana? (N=158):
Yes
No
Whenyou were in Guyana, did you ever
participate inpolitics in any of the following
ways? (N=156):
Following politics in news
Distributing literature
Fund raising
Voter registration
Writing letters
Canvassing
Voting
Never participated

% of Sample

Reliability
Reliability analysis of the survey instrument for this study, in terms of assessing internal
consistency by examining inter-time correlations, is not appropriate for the main constructs
identified, as the data collected were not scale measures. The data consisted mainly of nominal
measures, to which numeric codes were assigned for the purposes of analysis. The instruments
did prove the same results under test-retest with 20 participants and provided consistent results,
thus providing validity of the instrument. The survey was administered twice to each of the 20
participants in a 6 to 12 days period, with 6 days being the minimum days between the first test
and the second test. The results show that 67% of the responses of the second test were similar to
the responses of the first test. The variables measured with this instrument are predominately
demographic nominal variables, which is necessary to determine intention to return to Guyana.
Additionally, the instrument used in this study is the first to be adapted from Arthur (2000) and
used within the Guyanese community residing in the United States.
Results for the Hypotheses
Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation test and ANOVA analysis is used to test
hypotheses 1 thru 10 and their explanatory relationships between each of the specified variables
in the construct. Additionally, nominal categorical logistic regression analysis is used to test
exploratory relationships between the specified independent variables regressed on the dependent
variable for the research question (HI 1). Descriptive statistics is provided for each hypothesis to
show the relationship between the independent and dependent variable. The criteria used to
determine if a test result is significant or not are p 1 . 0 5 ; marginal p 5.10; and not significant p

> .lo. For a hypothesis to be accepted, two of the three tests findings must be significant and/or
marginal. For a hypothesis not to be accepted two of the three tests findings must have results

that are not significant. The following section presents the analyses and findings for each of the
study research hypotheses.
Hypothesis H1

The first hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between a person's age
and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly, age is operationalized from
measures for the independent variable 'age' with the possible age groups in the sub-sample of
169 individuals being 18-19, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60-69, and 70-79 years old. The
responses to item 35 "when do you plan to return to Guyana", the dependent variable, were
coded as l=Before Retirement, 2=Afer Retirement, and 3=Afer Children Leave Home.
These ordinal categorical measures were firstly tested using Pearson's Chi-squared crosstabulation analyses. The test results showed that there was not a significant degree of association
(Pearson's Chi-square=16.301; df=12; Sig.=.178) between the various age groups and when the
participant intends to return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table

4 - 7. These results show that, although most of the sample participants (58.9%) plan to return to
Guyana after retirement, the associations varied across the age groups. Though not significantly
greater, the largest proportion (14.3%) planning to return to Guyana after retirement were those
aged between 20 and 29 years.

Table 4 - 7
Results of Pearson 's Clzi-square Cross-tabulation testsfor Hypothesis 1
"When do you plan to return to Guyana"
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home

"Age "
18-19

3.0%

4.2%

.O%

Total
7.1%

20-29

8.9%

14.3%

1.8%

25.0%

25.6%

58.9%

15.5%

100.0%

Total

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between age of
the respondent and intent to return. The one-way ANOVA included "age" as independent
variable and "when do you plan to return to Guyana" as the dependent variable. As can be seen
from Table 4 - 8, the ANOVA found significant differences among the age groups (F(6, 161) =

2.356; Sig. = .033). However, a post-hoc Tukey's HSD test showed that none of the painvise
differences were significant at the .05 level (Table 1D in Appendix D).
Table 4 - 8
A N 0 VA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Age

Source:
Between Groups

Sum of
Squares
5.43 1

df
6

Mean Square
.905

Within Groups

61 3 4 8

161

.3 84

Total

67.280

167

F
2.356

Sig.
,033

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 9 show that, on average across the age
groups, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which represents the
response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana"
Table 4 - 9
Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Age
Age Groups:

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Minimum

Maximum

18- 19
20 - 29
30-39
40 - 49
50 - 59
60 - 69
70 - 79

Total
Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for 'age' regressed on
'when do you plan to return to Guyana'. The results showed that the regression was significant
(F(1, 166)=7.254, Sig.=.008) (Table 4 - 10).
Table4- 10
Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Age
Sum of
Source:
Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Regression
2.817
1
2.817
7.254
Residual
64.463
,388
166
Total
67.280
167
Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; R2=.042;Adjusted R2=.036

Sig.
,008

However, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 4shows
2 , that only 4.2% of the
variation in responses for 'intent to return' is explained by the regression's predictor variable,

age. In addition, the standardized regression coefficient, Beta=.205 was significant (t=2.693;
Sig.=.OO8).

Summary ofjindings for Hypotlzesis HI
The Pearson's Chi-square test results for the first hypothesis indicate that no particular
age group was more significantly associated with any of the responses for intent to return.

ANOVA findings showed there was a significant difference in the responses for intent to return
between the different age groups. Further regression analysis showed that, from the measures
used for this study, age is a significant predictor of intent to return to Guyana.
Hypothesis H2

The second hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between the number
of children of an individual and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly,
the number of children is operationalized from measures for the independent variable 'number of
children' with the possible options in the sample of 169 individuals being 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and
more than 5. The responses to item 35 "when do you plan to return to Guyana", the dependent

variable, were coded as in the previous hypothesis.
First tested using Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation analyses, test results showed
that there was not a significant degree of association (Pearson's Chi-square=16.071; df=12;
Sig.=.188) between the various numbers of children and when the participant intends to return
Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table 4 - 11. These results show
that, although most of the sample participants (61.2%) plan to return to Guyana after retirement,
the associations varied across the numbers of children.

Table 4 - 11
Results of Pearson 's Chi-square Cross-tabulation tests for Hypothesis 2

"Numberof Children"
None

One
Two
Three
Four
Five
More than Five
Total

"Whendo you plan to return to Guyana"
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home

Total

10.5%

17.1%

1.3%

28.9%

2.6%

9.2%

1.3%

13.2%

5.3%

12.5%

6.6%

24.3%

2.0%

13.2%

3.3%

18.4%

.7%

3.3%

1.3%

5.3%

.7%

2.6%

1.3%

4.6%

.7%

3.3%

1.3%

5.3%

22.4%

61.2%

16.4%

100.0%

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between the
number of children reported by the respondent and their intent to return. The one-way ANOVA
included "number of children" as independent variable and "when do you plan to return to
Guyana" as the dependent variable. As can be seen from Table 4 - 12, the ANOVA found
marginal differences among the number of children (F(6, 145) = 2.145; Sig. = .052). However,
the post-hoc Tukey's HSD test showed that only one of the pairwise differences was significant
at the .10 level (Table 2D in Appendix D). In particular, there was a marginal difference in
responses to "when do you plan to return to Guyana" between those with none and two
(Sig.=.095) children.

Table 4 - 12

ANOVA Results on Plans to Return toGuyana by Number of Children

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
4.765
53.702
58.467

df
6
145
151

Mean Square
.794
.370

F
2.145

Sig.
.052

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 13 show that, on average across the
number of children, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which
represents the response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana".
Table 4 - 13

Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guynnn by Number of Clzildren
Age Groups:

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

Minimum Maximum

None
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
More than Five
Total

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for 'age' regressed on
'when do you plan to return to Guyana' (Table 4 - 14). The results showed that the regression
was significant (F(1, 150)=9.984, Sig.=.002). However, the coefficient of determination,
~ ~ = . 0 6shows
2,
that only 6.2% of the variation in responses for intent to return is explained by

the regression's predictor variable, number of children. In addition, the standardized regression
coefficient, Beta=.250 was significant (t=3.160; Sig.=.002).
Table 4 - 14

Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Number of Children

Source:
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

3.649

1

3.649

54.819

150

,365

58.467

151

F
9.984

Sig.
,002

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; R2=.062;Adjusted R2=.056

Summary offindings for Hypothesis H2
The findings from the Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation test for the second
hypothesis indicate that there was no particular number of children that was more significantly
associated with the any of the responses for intent to return. The ANOVA findings showed there
was a marginal difference in the responses for intent to return between the different the numbers
of children. Further regression analysis showed that, from the measures used for this study,
"number of children" is a predictor of intent to return to Guyana, in particular those participants
with two children or none were significant predictors of intent to return.
Hypothesis H3

The third hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between a person's
gender and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly, the number of
children is operationalized from measures for the independent variable 'gender' with the possible
options in the sub-sample of 169 individuals being male orfemale. The responses to item 35
"when do you plan to return to Guyana", the dependent variable, were coded as in the previous
hypothesis.

These ordinal categorical measures were firstly tested using Pearson's Chi-squared crosstabulation analyses. The test results showed that there was a marginal degree of association
(Pearson's Chi-square=4.824; df=2; Sig.=.090) between gender and when the participant intends
to return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table 4 - 15. These results
show that most of the sample participants (59.6%) plan to return to Guyana after retirement, with
the association being marginally stronger for males.
Table 4 - 15
Results of Pearson's Chi-square Cross-tabulation tests for Hypotlzesis 3

"When do you plan to return to Guyana
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home
"

"gender"

Male
Female
Total

Total

16.3%

3 1.9%

6.6%

54.8%

7.8%

27.7%

9.6%

45.2%

24.1%

59.6%

16.3%

100.0%

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between
gender and the intent to return. The one-way ANOVA included "gender" as independent variable
and "when do you plan to return to Guyana" as the dependent variable. As can be seen from
Table 4 - 16, the ANOVA found significant differences among the genders (F(1, 164) = 4.902;
Sig. = .028). However, the post-hoc Tukey's HSD test was not conducted due to there being only
two categories for the independent variable "gender".
Table 4 - 16

ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Gender

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

Mean Square

F

Sig.

1.915

df
1

1.915

4.902

,028

64.067

164

,391

65.982

165

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 17 show that, on average across the
genders, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which represents the
response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana".
Table 4 - 17

Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Gender
Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

91

1.82

,625

,066

1

3

75

2.04

,625

.072

1

3

166

1.92

.632

,049

1

3

Age Groups:

N

Male
Female
Total

Minimum Maximum

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for 'gender' regressed on
'when do you plan to return to Guyana' (Table 4 -1 8). The results showed that the regression was
significant (F(1,164)=4.9044, Sig.=.028). However, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 2 9 ,
shows that only 2.9% of the variation in responses for intent to return is explained by the
regression's predictor variable, gender. In addition, the standardized regression coefficient,
Beta=.179 was significant (t=2.214; Sig.=.028).

Table 4 - 18

Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Gender
Sum of
Source:

Squares

Regression

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

4.902

,028

1.915

1

1.915

Residual

64.067

164

.391

Total

65.982

165

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; ~'=.029;Adjusted ~'=.023

Summary offinrlingsfor Hypotlzesis H3
The findings from the Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation for the third hypothesis
indicate that males, in particular, were more significantly associated with the responses for intent
to return. The ANVOA findings showed there was a significant difference in the responses for
intent to return between the different genders. Further regression analysis showed that, from the
measures used for this study, "gender" is a predictor of intent to return to Guyana.
Hypothesis H4

The fourth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between a person's the
level of personal income and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly, the
level of income is operationalized from measures for the independent variable 'annual income'
with the possible options in the sub-sample of 169 individuals being < 19,999; 20,000 - 39,999;

40,000 - 59,999; 60,000 - 79,999; 80,000 - 99,999; and > 100,000 US dollars. The responses to
item 35 "when do you plan to return to Guyana", the dependent variable, were coded as in the
previous hypothesis.
These ordinal categorical measures were firstly tested using Pearson's Chi-squared crosstabulation analyses. The test results showed that there was not a significant degree of association

(Pearson's Chi-square=10.546; df=lO; Sig.=.394) between the level of income and when the
participant intends to return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table
4 - 19. These results show that, although most of the sample participants (60%) plan to return to

Guyana after retirement, the associations varied across the different levels of income.
Table 4 - 19
Results of Pearson's Chi-square Cross-tabulation tests for Hypotlzesis 4

"When do you plan to return to Guyana"
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home

'2nnual Income
(USD)"
< 19,999
20,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 79,999
80,000 - 99,999
> 100,000

Total

Total

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between the
level of income reported by the respondent and their intent to return. The one-way ANOVA
included "annual income" as independent variable and "when do you plan to return to Guyana"
as the dependent variable. As can be seen from Table 4 - 20, the ANOVA found no significant
differences in responses to intent to return among the levels of income (F(5, 159) = 1.881; Sig. =
.loo). In addition, the post-hoc Tukey's HSD test showed that none of the pairwise differences
was significant at the .05 level (Table 3D in Appendix D).

Table 4 - 20

ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Annual Income

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

3.600

5

,720

60.849

159

.383

64.448

164

F
1.881

Sig.
.lo0

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 21 show that, on average across the
income levels, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which represents the
response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana"
Table 4 - 21

Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Annual Income
1

Annual Income
(USDI:

Total

165

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

1.90

,627

,049

Minimum Maximum

1

3

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for 'annual income'
regressed on 'when do you plan to return to Guyana'. The results showed that the regression was
significant (F(1, 163)=3.989, Sig.=.047). However, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 2 4 ,
shows that only 2.4% of the variation in responses for intent to return is explained by the
regression's predictor variable, annual income. In addition, the standardized regressiofi
coefficient, Beta=.155 was significant (t=1.997; Sig.=.047).

Table 4 - 22

Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Annual Income
Sum of
Df
Mean Square
Source:
Squares
F
1.540
Regression
1
1.540
3.989
Residual
62.909
163
.386
Total
64.448
164
Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; ~'=.024;Adjusted ~ ~ = . 0 1 8

Sig.
.047

h

Summary offindings for Hypotlzesis H4
Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation for the fourth hypothesis indicate that there was
no particular income level was more significantly associated with the any of the responses for
intent to return. The ANOVA findings showed there was no significant difference in the
responses for intent to return between the different levels of income. Further regression analysis,
however, showed that, from the measures used for this study, "annual income" is a predictor of
intent to return to Guyana, in particular those participants with lower income levels were
significant predictors of intent to return.
Hypothesis H5

The fifth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between an individuals'
educational level and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly,
educational level is operationalized from measures for the independent variable 'highest
education level' with the sample of 169 individuals being Less than High School, High School,

Technical School/Teacher Training, BBA, Masters, LL.WLL.B.J.D, MD, and Ph.d. The
responses to item 35 "when do you plan to return to Guyana", the dependent variable, were
coded as l=Before Retirement, 2=After Retirement, and 3=After Children Leave Home.
Using Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation analyses, the test results showed that there
was a marginal degree of association (Pearson's Chi-square=23.495; df=14; Sig.=.053) between

the various educational levels and when the participant intends to return Guyana. The frequency
percentage associations are shown in Table 4 - 23. These results show that the majority of the
sample participants (58.5%) plan to return to Guyana after retirement, the associations varied
across the educational levels. In particular significantly more (17.7%) planning to return to
Guyana after retirement were those with High School as their highest level of education.
Table 4 - 23
Results of Pearson's Clzi-square Cross-tabulation testsfor Hypothesis 5

"HighestEducation
Level"
Less than H.S.

"When do you plan to return to Guyana"
After children
Before
After
Retirement
Retirement
leave home
1.2%
4.3%
6.1%

Total
11.6%

H.S.

T.S.1T.T.
BBA
Masters
LL.M/LL.B.J.D
MD
Ph.d

Total

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between
educational level of the respondent and intent to return. The one-way ANOVA included "highest
education level" as independent variable and "when do you plan to return to Guyana" as the
dependent variable. As can be seen from Table 4 - 24, the ANOVA found marginal differences
among the educational levels (F(7, 156) = 1.963; Sig. = .063). However, a post-hoc Tukey's
HSD test was not performed because at least one group had fewer than two cases.

Table 4 - 24
ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Education Level

Source:
Between
Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

60.680
66.024

156
163

.389

F

Sig.

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 25 show that, on average across the
educational levels, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which
represents the response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana".
Table 4 - 25
Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Education Level

Educational
Level:
Less than H.S.
H.S.
T.S.1T.T.

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Minimum

Maximum

BBA

Masters
LL.M/LL.B.J.D
MD
Ph.d
Total
,

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for 'highest education
level' regressed on 'when do you plan to return to Guyana'. The results showed that the
regression was significant (F(1, 162)=5.895, Sig.=.016).

Table 4 - 26

Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Education Level
~

Source:
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of
Squares

Mean Square

2.318

df
1

63.706

162

,393

66.024

163

2.3 18

F
5.895

Sig.
.016

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; R2=.035; Adjusted R2=.029

However, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 3shows
5 , that only 3.5% of the
variation in responses for 'intent to return' is explained by the regression's predictor variable,
educational level. In addition, the standardized regression coefficient, Beta=. 187 was significant
(t=2.428; Sig.=.016).

Summary offindings for Hypotlzesis H5
The findings from the results of the Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation test for the

fifth hypothesis indicate that those respondents whose highest level of education was High
School was more associated with the af2er retirement responses for intent to return. The ANOVA
findings showed there was a marginal difference in the responses for intent to return between the
different educational levels. Further regression analysis showed that, from the measures used for
this study, educational level is a significant predictor of intent to return to Guyana, in particular
those participants with high school were significant predictors of intent to return.
Hypothesis H6

The sixth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between marital status
of the person and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly, martial status
is operationalized from measures for the independent variable 'what is marital status' with the
possible groups in the sample of 169 individuals being never married, married, divorced,

separated and widowed. The responses to item 35 "when do you plan to return to Guyana", the
dependent variable, were coded as in the previous hypothesis.
These ordinal categorical measures were firstly tested using Pearson's Chi-squared crosstabulation analyses. The test results showed that there was a marginal degree of association
(Pearson's Chi-square=7.276; df=8; Sig.=.507) between the marital status levels and when the
participant intends to return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table
4 - 27. These results show that although most of the sample participants (58.3%) plan to return to
Guyana after retirement, the associations varied across the marital status levels.
Table 4 - 27
Results of Pearson's Chi-square Cross-tabulation tests for Hypotlzesis 6

"Marital Status"
Never Married
Married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Total

"When do youplan to return to Guyana"
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home

Total

11.9%

20.8%

3.0%

35.7%

10.7%

28.0%

10.1%

48.8%

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between
marital status of the respondent and intent to return. The one-way ANOVA included "marital
status" as independent variable and "when do you plan to return to Guyana" as the dependent
variable. As can be seen from Table 4 - 28, the ANOVA found no significant differences among
the marital status levels (F(4, 163) = 1.572; Sig. = .184). In addition, the post-hoc Tukey's HSD
test showed that none of the pairwise differences was significant at the .05 level (Table 4D in
Appendix D).

Table 4 - 28

ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Marital Status

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

2.544

4

.636

65.932

163

.404

68.476

167

Mean Square

F
1.572

Sig.
,184

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 29 show that, on average across the
marital status levels, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which
represents the response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana".
Table 4 - 29

Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Marital Status
Marital Status:

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Never Married
Married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Total

Std. Error Minimum

Maximum

60

1.75

,600

,077

1

3

82

1.99

,657

,073

1

3

18

2.06

.639

.I51

1

3

4

1.75

,500

,250

1

2

4

2.00

.816

.408

1

3

168

1.90

,640

.049

1

3

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for 'martial status'
regressed on 'when do you plan to return to Guyana' (Table 4 -30). The results showed that the
regression was not significant (F(1, 166)=2.747, Sig.=.099).

Table 4 -30

Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Marital Status

Source:
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

1.115

1

1.115

67.361

166

.406

68.476

167

F
2.747

Sig.
,099

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; ~ ~ = . 0 1Adjusted
6;
~~=.010

However, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 1shows
6,
that only 1.6% of the
variation in responses for 'intent to return' is explained by the regression's predictor variable,
educational level. In addition, the standardized regression coefficient, Beta=.128 was significant
(t=1.658; Sig.=.099).

Summary offindings for Hypothesis H6
The Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation results for the sixth hypothesis indicate that
no particular marital status level was marginally associated with the responses for intent to
return. The ANVOA findings showed there was no significant difference in the responses for
intent to return between the different marital status levels. Further regression analysis showed
that, from the measures used for this study, marital status is a marginal predictor of intent to
return to Guyana.
Hypothesis H7

The seventh hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between the intent to
contribute to the country's economic development and the intention to return to Guyana. To test
this hypothesis, firstly, the intent to contribute to the country's economic development is
operationalized from measures for the independent variable "importance to contribute to
economic development" with the possible options in the sample of 169 individuals being Yes or

No. The responses to item 35 "when do you plan to return to Guyana", the dependent variable,
were coded as in the previous hypothesis.
Initially, Using Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation analyses, test results showed that
there was a marginal degree of association (Pearson's Chi-square=4.793; d e 2 ; Sig.=.091)
between intent to contribute to the country's economic development and when the participant
intends to return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table 4 -3 1. These
results show that most of the sample participants (58.9%) plan to return to Guyana after
retirement, with the association being marginally stronger (50%) for those who feel it is
important to contribute to the country's economic development.
Table4-31

Results of Pearson's Chi-square Cross-tabulation testsfor Hypotlzesis 7

"Importance to
contribute to
economic
develo~ment"
Yes

"When do you plan to return to Guyana"
..-. ....
Before
Aiter
Arter children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home

No

Total

17.1%

50.0%

12.0%

7.6%

8.9%

4.4%

24.7%

58.9%

16.5%

Total

79.1%
.

20.9%
100.0%

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between intent
to contribute to the country's economic development and the intent to return. The one-way
ANOVA included "importance to contribute to economic development" as independent variable
and "when do you plan to return to Guyana" as the dependent variable. As can be seen from
Table 4 -32, the ANOVA found no significant differences among the responses to intent to
contribute to the country's economic development (F(1, 156) = 4.902; Sig. = .485). However, the
post-hoc Tukey's HSD test was not conducted due to there being only two categories for the
independent variable "importance to contribute to economic development".

Table 4 - 32

ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Intent to Contribute to Econ. Dev.

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

Mean Square

.200

Df
1

63.730

156

.409

63.930

157

.200

F
.489

Sig.
,485

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4- 33 show that, on average across the intent
to contribute to economic development, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value
of 2, which represents the response after vetirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana".
Table 4 - 33

Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Intent to Contribute to Econ. Dev.
Intent to
contribute to
economic
development
Yes
No
Total

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

125

1.94

,606

,054

Minimum Maximum
1

3

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for "importance to
contribute to economic development" regressed on "when you plan to return to Guyana" (Table
4 - 34). The results showed that the regression was not significant (F(1, 161)=.014, Sig.=.906). In
9 , that only 0.9% of the variation in
addition, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 0shows
responses for intent to return is explained by the regression's predictor variable, intent to
contribute to economic development. Furthermore, the standardized regression coefficient,
Beta=-.009 was not significant (t=-.118; Sig.=.906).

Table 4 - 34
Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Intent to Contribute to Econ. Dev.

Source:
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of
Squares

Mean Square

,200

Df
1

65.597

159

.640

65.602

160

.497

F
.014

Sig.
.906

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; R2=.009; Adjusted R2=-.006

Summary offindings for Hypothesis H7

The findings from the Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation for the seventh hypothesis
indicate that those who feel it is important to contribute to the country's economic development
were marginally associated with the responses of after retirement for intent to return. The
ANOVA findings showed there was no significant difference in the responses for intent to return

between the different responses to intent to contribute to the country's economic development.
Further regression analysis showed that, from the measures used for this study, "importance to
contribute to economic development" is not significant predictor of intent to return to Guyana.
Hypothesis H8

The eighth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between socio-political
factors in the home country and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly,
the socio-political factors is operationalized from measures for the independent variable
"participation in mutual aid amongst Guyanese in the US" with the possible options in the
sample of 169 individuals being Yes or No. The responses to item 35 "when do you plan to return
to Guyana", the dependent variable, were coded as in the previous hypothesis.
These ordinal categorical measures were firstly tested using Pearson's Chi-squared crosstabulation analyses. The test results showed that there was no significant degree of association
(Pearson's Chi-square=2.843; df=2; Sig.=.241) between socio-political factors and when the
88

participant intends to return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table

4 -35. These results show that although most of the sample participants (61.8%) plan to return to
Guyana after retirement, the association was varied for the socio-political factors.
Table 4 -35

Results of Pearson's Chi-square Cross-tabulation tests for Hypothesis 8
'participation in
mutual aid amongst
Guyanese in the US"
Yes
No

Total

"When do you plan to return to Guyana"
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home
5.7%
24.8%
7.6%
15.9%
36.9%
8.9%
21.7%
61.8%
16.6%

Total
38.2%
61.8%
100.0%

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between sociopolitical factors and the intent to return. The one-way ANOVA included "participation in mutual
aid amongst Guyanese in the US" as independent variable and "when do you plan to return to
Guyana" as the dependent variable. As can be seen from Table 4 -36, the ANOVA found no
significant differences among the responses to socio-political factors (F(1, 155) = 2.618; Sig. =
.108). However, the post-hoc Tukey's HSD test was not conducted due to there being only two
categories for the independent variable "importance to contribute to economic development".
Table 4 - 36

ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Socio-Political Factors

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
,990
58.603
59.592

df
1

155
156

Mean Square
.990
.378

F

2.618

Sig.
.I08

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 -37 show that, on average across sociopolitical factors, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which represents
the response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana"
Table 4 - 37

Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Socio-Political Factors
Intent to
contribute to
economic
development
Yes
No
Total

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

60

2.05

.594

.077

Minimum Maximum
1

3

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for "socio=-political
factors" regressed on "when do you plan to return to Guyana" (Table 4 - 38). The results showed
that the regression was not significant (F(1, 155)=2.618, Sig.=.108). In addition, the coefficient
of determination, ~'=.017,shows that only 1.7% of the variation in responses for intent to return
is explained by the regression's predictor variable, socio-political factors. Furthermore, the
standardized regression coefficient, Beta=-. 129 was not significant (t=-1.618; Sig.=.108).
Table 4 - 38

Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Socio-Political Factors

Source:
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of
Squares

Mean Square

,990

Df
1

58.603

155

.378

59.592

156

,990

F
2.618

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; ~'=.017;Adjusted ~ ~ = . 0 1 0

Sig.
,108

Summary offindings for Hypothesis H8

The findings from Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation for the eighth hypothesis
indicate that socio-political factors were not significantly associated with the responses of after
retirement for intent to return. The ANOVA findings showed there was no significant difference
in the responses for intent to return between the different responses to socio-political factors.
Further regression analysis showed that, from the measures used for this study, "socio-political
factors" is not a significant predictor of intent to return to Guyana.
Hypothesis H9

The ninth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between wealth and
accumulated assets in the host country and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this
hypothesis, firstly, wealth and accumulated assets is operationalized from measures for the
independent variable "bring wealth and assets when return to Guyana" with the possible options
in the sample of 169 individuals being Yes or No. The responses to item 35 "when do you plan to
return to Guyana", the dependent variable, were coded as in the previous hypothesis.
First using Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation analyses, results showed that there
was a marginally significant degree of association (Pearson's Chi-square=5.477; df=2;
Sig.=.065) between bringing wealth and accumulated assets and when the participant intends to
return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table 4 -39. These results
show that most (58.9%) of the sample participants plan to return to Guyana after retirement, with
a marginally significant association for those who reported that they did intend bringing their
wealth and accumulated assets on return to Guyana.

Table 4 -39
Results of Pearson's Clzi-square Cross-tabulation tests for Hypotlzesis 9

"When do you plan to return to Guyana"
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home

"bring wealth and
assets when return to
Guyana "
Yes
Total

Total

11.4%

39.2%

9.5%

60.1%

25.3%

58.9%

15.8%

100.0%

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between wealth
and accumulated assets and the intent to return. The one-way ANOVA included "bring wealth
and assets when return to Guyana" as independent variable and "when do you plan to return to
Guyana" as the dependent variable. As can be seen from Table 4 - 40, the ANOVA found no
significant differences among the responses to bringing wealth and accumulated assets (F(1, 156)
= 2.383;

Sig. = .125). However, the post-hoc Tukey's HSD test was not conducted due to there

being only two categories for the independent variable "bring wealth and assets when return to
Guyana".
Table 4 - 40
ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Wealth and AccumulntedAssets

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

.956

1

,956

62.620

156

,401

63.576

157

F
2.383

Sig.
,125

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 41 show that, wealth and accumulated
assets on average, many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which represents
the response after retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana".

Table 4 - 41

Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Wealth and Accumulated Assets
Bring wealth and
accumulated
assets
Yes
No
Total

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

95

1.97

.592

.061

1

3

63
158

1.81
1.91

.692
.636

.087
.05 1

1
1

3
3

N

Minimum Maximum

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for "bring wealth and
assets when return to Guyana" regressed on "when do you plan to return to Guyana" (Table 4 42). The results showed that the regression was not significant (F(1, 156)=2.383, Sig.=.125). In
5 , that only 1.5% of the variation in
addition, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 1shows
responses for intent to return is explained by the regression's predictor variable, wealth and
accumulated assets. Furthermore, the standardized regression coefficient, Beta=-.I23 was not
significant (t=-1.544; Sig.=. 125).
Table 4 - 42

Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Wealth andAccumulated Assets
Sum of
Squares
,956
62.620
63.576

df
Mean Square
F
Source:
Regression
1
,956
2.383
Residual
156
.40 1
Total
157
Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; RZ=.015;Adjusted R2=.009

Sig.
.I25

Summary offindingsfor Hypotlzesis H9
Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation findings for the ninth hypothesis indicate that
those who reported that they did intend to bring their wealth and accumulated assets on return to
Guyana was marginally associated with the responses of after retirement for intent to return. The

ANOVA findings showed there was no significant difference in the responses for intent to return

between the different responses to wealth and accumulated assets. Further regression analysis
showed that, from the measures used for this study, "bring wealth and accumulated assets on
return to Guyana" is not significant predictor of intent to return to Guyana.
Hypothesis HI0
The tenth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between skills earned in
the host country and the intention to return to Guyana. To test this hypothesis, firstly, the earned
skills is operationalized from measures for the independent variable "bring earned skills when
return to Guyana" with the possible options in the sample of 169 individuals being Yes or No.
The responses to item 35 "when do you plan to return to Guyana", the dependent variable, were
coded as in the previous hypothesis.
These ordinal categorical measures were firstly tested using Pearson's Chi-squared crosstabulation analyses. The test results showed that there was a marginal degree of association
(Pearson's Chi-square=5.962; df=2; Sig.=.05 1) between bringing earned skills and when the
participant intends to return Guyana. The frequency percentage associations are shown in Table

4 - 43. These results show that most (57.7%) of the sample participants plan to return to Guyana
after retirement, with a marginally significant association for those who reported that they did
intend bringing their earned skills on return to Guyana.
Table 4 - 43

Results of Pearson's Chi-square Cross-tabulation testsfor Hypothesis 10
"bring earned skills
when return to
Guyana"
Yes
No
Total

"When do you plan to return to Guyana"
Before
After
After children
Retirement
Retirement
leave home
20.2%

52.8%

12.9%

Total
85.9%

6.1%

4.9%

3.1%

14.1%

26.4%

57.7%

16.0%

100.0%

Secondly, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the relationship between earned
skills and the intent to return. The one-way ANOVA included "bring earned skills when return to
Guyana" as independent variable and "when do you plan to return to Guyana" as the dependent
variable. As can be seen from Table 4 - 44, the ANOVA found no significant differences among
the responses to bringing earned skills (F(1, 161) = .824; Sig. = .365). However, the post-hoc
Tukey's HSD test was not conducted due to there being only two categories for the independent
variable "bring wealth and assets when return to Guyana".
Table 4 - 44
ANOVA Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Earned Skills

Source:
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

.343

1

.343

66.884

161

,415

67.227

162

F
,824

Sig.
,365

The descriptive statistics presented in Table 4 - 45 show that, earned skills on average
many of the participants' responses tend toward a value of 2, which represents the response aper
retirement for "when do you plan to return to Guyana".

Table 4 - 45
Descriptive Statistics on Plans to Return to Guyana by Earned Skills

Bring earned
skills
Yes
No
Total

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

Minimum Maximum

140

1.91

,617

,052

1

3

23

1.78

.795

.I66

1

3

163

1.90

,644

.050

1

3

Lastly, a linear regression analysis was conducted on measures for "bring earned skills
when return to Guyana" regressed on "when do you plan to return to Guyana" (Table 4 - 46).

The results showed that the regression was not significant (F(1, 161)=.824, Sig.=.365). In
addition, the coefficient of determination, ~ ~ = . 0 0shows
5 , that only 0.5% of the variation in
responses for intent to return is explained by the regression's predictor variable, earned skills.
Furthermore, the standardized regression coefficient, Beta=-.071 was not significant (t=-.908;
Sig.=.365).
Table 4 - 46
Regression Results on Plans to Return to Guyana by Earned Skills

Source:
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of
Squares

Mean Square

.343

df
1

66.884
67.227

161
162

.4 15

,343

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return; ~ ~ = . 0 0Adjusted
5;

F
,824

Sig.
.365

~~=-.001

Summary offindings for Hypotltesis HI0

The Pearson's Chi-squared cross-tabulation findings for the tenth hypothesis indicate that
those who reported that they did intend bringing their earned skills on return to Guyana were
marginally associated with the responses of after retirement for intent to return. The ANOVA
findings showed there was no significant difference in the responses for intent to return between
the different responses to earned skills. Further regression analysis showed that, from the
measures used for this study, "bring earned skills on return to Guyana" is not significant
predictor of intent to return to Guyana.
Results for Research Question (H11)
An additional regression analysis was conducted to investigate the effect on intent to
return by all the study predictor variables tested individually in the study hypotheses. Measures
for intent to return were operationalized by question 35 "If you plan to return to Guyana, when
will you return?" Nominal responses to this question included before retirement, after

retirement, and after the children have left home. The following Table 4 - 47 presents the results
of the regression. As can be seen from this table, the only significant variable was Gender. In
particular, it was found that males tended to score lower on the "Plans to Return to Guyana"
variable than females. No other significant results were found.

Table 4 - 47
Overall Regression Results for Intent to Return by the Independent Variables

Parameter

B

Intercept

3.901

,948

,000

2.018

5.784

[Age=18-191

-.040

,492

.935

-1.017

,937

[Age=20-291

,250

.44 1

,572

-.626

1.126

[Age=30-391

,101

.424

,813

-.742

,943

[Age=40-491

.I73

.43 1

,690

-.684

1.030

[Age=50-591

,227

,413

[Age=60-691

.I17

.42 1

[Children=O]

-.512

,404

[Children=]]

-.328

.401

[Children=2]

-.283

.380

[Children=3]
[Children=4]
[Children=5]
[Gender=Male]
[AnnaulY=<l9k]
[AnnaulY=20k-39k]
[AnnauIY=40k-59k]
[AnnauIY=60k-79k]
[AnnauIY=80k-99kJ
[EducLevl=less than HS]
[EducLevel=HS]

Std. Error

95% CI
Lower
Upper
Bound Bound

Sig.

Table 4 - 47 - Continued

Overall Regression Results for Intent to Return by the Independent Variables - Continued
95% CI

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

.328

-1.708

.576

-1.207

.23 1

-1.758

,429

.I91

-.352

,726

-.446

,312

-.075

,137

-.551

.583

-.347

,196

.I 16

.I27

,914

.363

-.136

,369

-.235

,243

-.967

.336

-.716

.247

Std. Error

T

Parameter

B

[MartalStatus=never married]

-.566

,575

-.984

[MartalStatus=m&ried]

-.664

.551

[Econdev=yes]

-.067

[Aid=yes]
[Wealth=yes]
[Skills-yes]

Sig.

Dependent Variable: Intent to Return

Summary

The main purpose of this study was to investigate are age, children, gender, income,
education, marital status, economic development, socio-political, wealth and earned skills
explanatory variables of the intention to return of Guyanese living in the U.S. Findings from the
study showed that age, gender and the numbers of children were supported predictor variables
and that number of children was supported marginally (Table 4 - 48). The study also found that
level of income, marital status, and intent to contribute to the country's economic development,
socio-political factors, wealth and accumulated assets and earned skills were not predictor
variables on the intention to return to Guyana. The following summarizes the findings for each of
the hypotheses:

Hypotltesis HI
Supported. The first hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between the

age of a person and the intention to return to Guyana. Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation
analysis shows that there is no significant degree of relationship between the various age groups
and intent to return. However, ANOVA analysis showed that there was a significant difference in
the responses for intent to return between the different age groups. Additionally, regression
results showed that from the measures used for this study, age (20 - 29) is a significant predictor
of intent to return to Guyana.

Hypothesis H2
Mixed. The second hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between the

number of children a person has and the intention to return to Guyana. Pearson's Chi-square
cross-tabulation analyses test showed that there was not a significant degree of association
between the various numbers of children and the intention to return Guyana. However, ANOVA
test showed that there was a marginal difference and the regression analysis showed that there
was significant difference between the number of children and the intention to return to Guyana.
The regression analysis showed that participants with two children or none were significant
predictors of intent to return to Guyana.

Hypothesis H3
Supported. The third hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between

gender of the person and the intention to return to Guyana. The findings from Pearson's Chisquare cross-tabulation analysis, ANOVA, and regression analysis indicate that males, in
particular, were more significantly associated with the responses for intent to return. The
findings showed that gender is a significant predictor of the intention to return to Guyana.

Hypothesis H4
Not Supported. The fourth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship
between the level of personal income and the intention to return to Guyana. Neither the
Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation analysis nor ANOVA showed that a particular income
level was more significantly associated with the any of the responses for intent to return. The
regression analysis, however, showed that, annual income is a significant predictor of intent to
return to Guyana, in particular those participants with lower income levels were significant
predictors of intent to return.
Hypotltesis H5
Supported. The fifth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between
educational level of a person and the intention to return to Guyana. Both the Pearson's Chisquare cross-tabulation analysis and ANOVA showed a marginal relationship between
educational level and intent to return. The regression analysis showed that educational level is a
predictor of intent to return to Guyana, in particular those participants who graduated from high
school and may bring entrepreneurial skills acquired in the U.S.
Hypotlt esis H6
Not Supported. The sixth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship
between marital status of a person and the intention to return to Guyana. Results of the
Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation analysis showed a marginal relationship and ANOVA
showed significant difference in the responses for intent to return between the different marital
status levels. However, although the regression analysis showed marital status is a marginal
predictor of intent to return to Guyana, this hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 7
Not Supported. The seventh hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship

between the intent to contribute to the country's economic development and the intention to
return to Guyana. The findings Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulations showed there was a
marginal difference in the responses for intent to return between the different responses to intent
to contribute to the country's economic development. The ANOVA results show that there was
no significant relationship and the regression analysis findings show that the importance to
contribute to economic development is not significant predictor of intention to return to Guyana.

Hypothesis 8
Not Supported. The eighth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship

between socio-political factors in the host country and the intention to return to Guyana. The
Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation analysis and ANOVA showed that there was no
relationship between socio-political factors and intention to return to Guyana. Further, it was
established that importance to contribute to economic development is not a significant predictor
of intent to return to Guyana.

Hypothesis 9
Not Supported. The ninth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship

between wealth and accumulated assets in the host country and the intention to return to Guyana.
The Pearson's Chi-square cross-tabulation analysis and ANOVA showed no significant
relationship between wealth and accumulated assets and the intention to return to Guyana.
Additionally, wealth and accumulated assets is not a predicator of the intention to return.

Hypothesis 10

Not Supported. The tenth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship
between earned skills in the host country and the intention to return to Guyana. Pearson's Chisquare cross-tabulation analysis indicated that those who reported that they did intend to bring
their earned skills on return to Guyana were marginally significantly associated with the
responses of after retirement for intent to return. ANOVA results showed there was no
significant difference in the responses for intent to return between the different responses to
earned skills. The regression analysis showed that earned skills are not significant predictor of
intent to return to Guyana.

Resenrclz Question ( H l l )

With regard to the overarching research question which is to examine whether age,
children, gender, income, education, marital status, economic development, socio-political,
wealth and earned skills are explanatory variables of the intention to return of Guyanese living in
the U.S. the study was able to establish support for age and gender. Mixed results were reported
for children and educational level. No support was found for level of income, martial status,
willingness to contribute to economic development, socio-political factors, wealth and
accumulated assets and earned skills.

Table 4 - 48

Results for the Study Hypotheses

Hypotheses

H1
Age

Hypotheses:
(Dependent Variable - Item 35)
There is a significant relationship between
an individual's age and the intention to
return to Guyana.

Significance of
Statistical Test
Outcomes
Chi-square: Not
ANOVA:
Significant

Results
Supported

Regression:
Significant

H2
Children

There is a significant relationship between
the number of children of an individual and
the intention to return to Guyana.

H3
Gender

There is a significant relationship between a Chi-square:
person's gender and the intention to return
Marginal
to Guyana
ANOVA:
Significant
Regression:
Significant

Supported

H4
Income

There is a significant relationship between a Chi-square: Not
person's personal income and the intention ANOVA: Not
to return to Guyana.
Regression:
Significant

Not Supported

H5
Education

There is a significant relationship between a Chi-square:
person's educational level and the intention Marginal
to return to Guyana.
ANOVA: Marginal
Regression:
Significant

Supported

H6

There is a significant relationship between
Chi-square:
marital status of the person and the intention Marginal
to return to Guyana.
ANOVA: Not
Regression:
Marginal

Not Supported

Martial
Status

Chi-square: Not
ANOVA: Marginal
Regression:
Significant

Mixed

Table 4 - 48
Results for the Study Hypotheses - Continued

Hypotheses

Hypotheses:
(Dependent Variable - Item 35)

Significance of
Statistical Test
Outcomes

Results

H7
Econ.
Dev.

There is a significant relationship between
the intent to contribute to Guyana's
economic development and the intention to
return to Guyana.

Chi-square:
Marginal
ANOVA: ~~t
Regression: Not

Not Supported

H8
Political
~~~t~~~

There is a significant relationship between
participation in socio-political factors of the
in the home country and the intention to
return to Guyana.

Chi-square: Not
ANOVA: Not
~
~~~t

Not Supported

H9
wealth

There is a significant relationship between a
person's wealth and accumulated assets in
the host country and the intention to return
to Guyana.

Chi-square:
~
~
~
ANOVA: N~~
Regression: Not

Not Supported
~
i

~

HI0
~~~~d
Skills

There is a significant relationship between
earned skills in the host country and the
intention to return to Guyana.

Chi-square:
~
~
~
ANOVA: Not
Regression: Not

Not Supported
i
~

~

~

~

The results of this study findings established that there is a significant relationship
between age, gender, the number of children, and educational levels and the intent to return to
Guyana and are predictors for the intention to return. Additionally, the findings found that there
was a marginal relationship between the number of children and educational level and the intent
to return to Guyana. The remaining six hypotheses, income, marital status, intent to contribute
to economic development, socio-political factors, wealth and accumulated assets and earned
skills were found to be not significant with the intention to return. The next chapter provides a

~

full discussion of the interpretations, implications conclusions and recommendations for future
study follows in Chapter V. Additionally limitations of the study are also presented in the next
chapter.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
Introduction to Discussion

The main objective of this study is to examine factors affecting the intention of
repatriation from developed to developing countries, particularly in the case of Guyana. Guyana
is described as a small country experiencing a mass exodus of human capital and this
investigation is aimed specifically the impact at its economic development efforts. This is the
first study to identify factors of intent to return to Guyana of Guyanese living in the U.S.
The study problem is that this movement of human capital is having a negative impact on
economic growth, as the highly skilled, such as engineers, physicians, teachers, and mediumskilled workers (Todaro, 1996) including merchants and low-level entrepreneurs, leave their
country for better opportunities in other countries, such as the U.S. This has been Guyana's
experience as its human capital began leaving for opportunities in developed countries and
neighboring countries.
The only hope for countries like Guyana is to reverse the trend of its outward flow and to
identify factors that would encourage remigration. In his analysis using the neoclassical
economics framework, Cassarino (2004) found that return migration of a returnee that was
unsuccessful abroad, brought neither capital nor skills acquired that could be applied locally.
However, using the new economics of labor migration theory framework, return was the primary
objective, because the returnee had an attachment to home and household with the goals met
abroad (Cassarino, 2004) in terms of acquiring skills and wealth to bring back to the home
country. Cassarino's (2004) work identified two primary reasons that motivate immigrants to
return to their homelands. Some migrants return because they have accomplished the specific

purpose for which they emigrated in the first place, while others return because the outcomes that
they have experienced in the host society did not meet their expectations and they currently
foresee little likelihood of making progress toward previously envisioned goals. The author
hopes that the findings in this study will contribute to the literature on international labor
migration and, specifically small developing economies like Guyana
Guyana, the second smallest to Fiji, has a population of approximately 800,000, but has
the highest migration rate - 77.3%, followed by the Gambia 57.1% ,with the second highest
(Carrington & Detragiache, 1998). Commander et al. (2002) noted that comparison of skilled
migration rates and gross domestic product (GDP) per capita yielded similar negative
correlations, and those countries where the proportion of highly educated workers and general
productivity (GDP per capita) was already low, tended to lose relatively more skilled workers.
Quantification of the movement of skilled individuals across countries remains a problem but in
general, national authorities have not maintained databases on migration (Commander,
Kangasniemi & Winters, 2002). They note that there is a lack of data ascribed to the individual
migrants and the changing nature of migration. The UN recommended definitions of a migrant in
terms of residence by time as 'short term' being less than a year, and 'long term' more than one
year. However, actual definitions vary widely, as do those for skills or education levels. Not
having a clear method to determine the movement of skilled labor across borders provides a
challenge to determine effective remigration policies.
In an attempt to model the sending or home-country labor market, Bhagwati and Hamada

(1974) worked with a general equilibrium framework to indentify the welfare implications of
skilled emigration for those who were left behind, and indirectly for the sending country. They
introduced two sets of distortions relating to the wage setting and the financing of education,

whereby the implications for employment were then traced. In essence, with standard
neoclassical production functions, the model used two economic outputs including the amount of
skilled labor employed in production and the amount of unskilled labor involved in production.
While Bhagwati and Hamada's model was subsequently utilized widely, these early classes of
models treated the demand side for emigrants as exogenous, and have a range of assumptions
regarding education costs, with a public subsidy to education commonly assumed (Commander
et al., 2002). Based on the sending country's labor market, with underlying assumptions of wage
rigidity, it was generally found that emigration would tend to lower sending country
employment, with the distribution over sectors being dependent on the relative wage setting and
employment levels. What was noted though was an absence of systematic matching of these
results to data, or indeed any "disaggregation beyond the skilled-unskilled categories"
(Commander et al., 2002, p. 8).
The research design used to test this study's hypotheses was quantitative, nonexperimental, explanatory and exploratory survey research design to determine factors that
would influence the intention to return to Guyana after living in United States. The survey
instrument was adapted from Arthur's (2000) study on African Diaspora in the United States.
The author modified the questionnaire to befit the study target sample of Guyanese.
Data for this study was gathered by a self-reported survey of 300 participants of
Guyanese or people of Guyanese origin living in three communities in New York City. These
communities included Richmond Hills, Queens, Cypress Hills, Brooklyn and Flatbush,
Brooklyn. A total of 236 usable questionnaires were coded and analyzed using SPSS. The
sample was then further reduced to 169 to include only those participants that indicated an intent
to return.

The research question (HI 1) is whether age, children, gender, income, education, marital
status, economic development, socio-political, wealth and earned skills, are explanatory variables
of the intention of Guyanese living in the U.S. to return to Guyana? For the purposes of analysis,
10 study hypotheses were proposed. Statistical techniques to test for association (Pearson's Chisquared cross-tabulation test), difference (ANOVA and Descriptive analysis) and prediction
(regression analysis) between the pairs of variables specified for each hypothesis were used. The
findings are discussed in this section as well as their practical implications, conclusion,
recommendations for future study and limitations of this study.
Interpretations

Descriptive Clzaracteristics of tlze Sample
Based on analysis of data for 169 respondents reporting their gender, the number of male
was slightly more than female participants for the study, 53.8% and 44.4%, respectively. The
bulk of the study participants were aged between 20 and 40 years, 77 participants or 45.6%. The
overwhelmingly majority of the study participants were born in Guyana 140 or 82.8% of 168
reporting their country of birth. The majority of respondents reported as having children, 124 as
opposed to 44 who reported as having no children of 152 participants. The following
interpretations of the findings for the hypotheses are summarized in Table 5-1, which shows that
three of the hypotheses were supported, one was only marginally supported, and the remaining
six hypotheses were not supported by the data.

Hypotheses and Research Question
The first hypothesis, which stated that there is a significant relationship between a
person's age and the intention to return to Guyana, was supported. The findings for this
hypothesis showed that age is a significant predictor of when the participants return, if they

decided to return. Although the findings showed that many participants between ages 20 and 49
reported that they would return after retirement, there was a significant difference between the
different age group's responses for when ihey would return. While literature has shown that
young and more mobile individuals are more likely to be attracted to developed countries
(Commander, Kangasniemi & Winters 2002; Thomas-Hope, 1999; and Todaro, 1969), this
finding is consistent with Thomas-Hope (1999) study that factors such as age, and other factors,
all contribute to the decision to return. The data for this hypothesis showed that the majority,
58.9%, of those who reported an intention to return stated that it would be after retirement.
The second hypothesis, which stated that there is a significant relationship between the
number of children an individual has and the intention to return to Guyana, was marginally
supported. While the findings indicated that no particular number of children was more
significantly associated with any of the responses for intent to return, the findings did show that
the number of children was a significant predictor of when the participants would return to
Guyana, in particular those participants with fewer or no children were more likely to return after
retirement. This finding is consistent with the Thomas-Hope (1999) study that factors such as
family constellations, and other factors, all contribute to the decision to return, and with
Carrington and Detragaiche's (1999) finding that children are major factors in the migration
decision. The data for this hypothesis showed that the majority, 61.2%, ofthose who reported an
intention to return after retirement age, and 16.4% reported an intention to return after the
children had left home.
The third hypothesis, which stated that there is a significant relationship between gender
and the intention to return to Guyana, was supported. Thomas-Hope (1999) concluded that
gender plays a role in the return process, and Byron and Condon (1996) found that links to

kinship and friendship networks are significant both in the country of origin and in the migrant's
destination. The findings from the results indicated that while there was a significant difference
in the responses for intent to return between the different genders, males were more significantly
associated with the responses for intent to return after retirement. The findings also showed that
gender was a significant predictor of intent to return to Guyana. This finding is consistent with
Thomas-Hope (1999) study which found that gender was a role in the return process. The data
for this hypothesis showed that the majority, 59.6%, of those who reported an intention to return
stated that it would be after retirement age, 31.9% being the male participants.
The fourth hypothesis, which stated that there is a significant relationship between the
level of personal income and the intention to return to Guyana, was not supported. This is
inconsistent with the findings of Galor and Stark (1990) in their study that immigrants with
higher incomes tend to save more than native-born on the whole because of their intentions of
return migration. Review of work done by Katz and Stark (1986), Massey, et al. (1993), and
Connell, et al. (2007) showed that the wage differential, based upon differences in labor and
capital between worker-exporting and worker-importing countries, and the risk of unemployment
was driving force behind labor migration. This finding follows Thomas-Hope's (1999) finding
that employment probabilities and wage differentials are the underlying motivations for
migration. Additionally, Dustmann (2001) in his study indicated that there is a relationship
between return migration and cross currency exchange rates, indicating that migrants will return
to enjoy greater purchasing power in their home country. Stark and Taylor (1991) found that as
a result of wealth, migrants may elect to repatriate into a society in which they can enjoy this
wealth and status relative to the populace at large. The findings from the results indicated that
from the measures used for this study, annual income was a significantly related to the intent to

return to Guyana, in particular those participants with lower income levels were significant
predictors of when the participants intend to return. This outcome is probably because most
(67.5%) annual income levels reported by the sample tested were less than $60,000, however,
when compared to annual income in Guyana this is relatively high. In addition, the data for this
hypothesis showed that the majority, 60%, of those who reported an intention to return stated
that it would be after retirement age, with 24.8% stating that it would be before retirement.
The fifth hypothesis, which stated that there is a significant relationship between an
individual's educational level and the intention to return to Guyana, was supported. The findings
from the results showed that those respondents whose highest level of education was high school
was more significantly associated with the after retirement responses for intent to return. From
the measures used for this study, findings showed that educational level was a significant
predictor of intent to return to Guyana, in particular, those participants with high school were
significant predictors of intent to return. The data for this hypothesis showed that the majority,
58.5%, of those who reported an intention to return stated that it would be after retirement age,
with 26.3% indicating that it would be before retirement. Lucas (1998) found education is a
major factor in the migration decision and the current study found that the highest level of
education for 35.4% of the participants was high school, with only 23.2% having bachelor
degrees, and only 11.5% having post-graduate degrees.
The sixth hypothesis stated that there is a significant relationship between marital status
of a person and the intention to return to Guyana. Findings from the test results showed that
marital status was not significantly related to measures for when the participants return, if they
decided to return to Guyana, although the findings showed some marginal support for the
hypothesis with those participants that were married having some predictive value for intent to

return (48.8% of the sample were married). However, the study could not show that marital
status was a significant predictor of when the participant would return and indicated by ThomasHope's (1999) study that showed that family constellations are major factors in the return
decision. Carrington and Detragaiche's (1999a) finding that improved quality of life for families
and educational opportunities for children in the receiving countries, may have played a role in
immigrants not returning to their home countries, corroborate this result.
The seventh hypothesis stated that there is a significant relationship between the intent to
contribute to the country's economic development and the intention to return to Guyana, was not
supported. Massy and Parrado (1998) found that immigrants who returned to Mexico from the
United States played a positive role in Mexican economic development and overall economic
growth by spearheading business formation upon repatriation in the form of establishing small
retail operations that contributed to local job creation. Findings from the test results showed that
the data did not support this hypothesis. However, findings did indicate that those who feel it is
important to contribute to the country's economic development were marginally associated with
intent to return after retirement. This finding is consistent with findings by Thomas-Hope (1999),
which indicated that re-migrants have made positive contributions through entrepreneurial
activities. Beine (2003) states that reverse migration of highly skilled individuals who can
contribute to economic development will only occur if there is sustained economic growth in the
country of origin.
The eighth hypothesis stated that there is a significant relationship between sociopolitical factors in the home country and the intention to return to Guyana was not supported. In
this analysis, socio-political factors were measured by participation in mutual aid amongst
Guyanese. The finding showed that importance of participation in mutual aid amongst Guyanese

in the US was not significantly associated with the responses for when participants intend to
return. This finding is inconsistent with the findings of Byron and Condon (1996) and ThomasHope (1999) that social networks and transnational networks are more important in the return
decision, and of Beine (2003) that positive changes in the political, social and economic
conditions in the immigrants' home nation would have a major causal influence on the return
decision. Similarly, with Gmelch's (1980) finding that non-economic factors are important in the
decision to return.
The ninth hypothesis stated that there is a significant relationship between wealth and
accumulated assets in the host country and the intention to return to Guyana, was not supported.
The study could not establish a significant relationship between those who reported that they did
intend bringing their wealth and accumulated assets and when they would return to Guyana,
although bringing their wealth and accumulated assets was marginally associated with returning
after retirement. This finding is inconsistent with Stark and Taylor's (1991) finding that migrants
may elect to repatriate as a result of wealth or skill acquired in a developed country, and Galor
and Stark's (1990) finding that re-migrants would return with wealth that would contribute to
economic development. Additionally, Commander (2002) in his study claim that returnees do so
with experience, financial resources, which are'directly to the networks and skills that they have
acquired abroad.
The tenth hypothesis states that there is a significant relationship between earned skills in
the host country and the intention to return to Guyana was not supported. The data did not
support this hypothesis, although the findings did show that those who reported that they did
intend bringing their earned skills on return to Guyana were marginally associated with returning
after retirement. This finding is inconsistent with many published studies that earned skills would

increase return (Thomas-Hope, 1999, Stark & Taylor, 1991; Dos Santos & Postel-Vinay, 2003).
However, Cassarino (2004) indicated that returnees that were unsuccessful abroad would bring
back no capital or skills that would contribute to the economic development of the country.
In an additional analysis, all 10 predictor variables were regressed on the main dependent
variable, intent to return, measured in terms of when the padicipants would return, if they
decided to return. The findings showed that only males tended to score lower on the plans to
return to Guyana variable than females, indicating a return before or after retirement. No other
significant results were found.

Table 5 - 1

Research Hypotheses and Results
Hypotheses

Hypotheses

Result

H 1 -Age

There is a significant relationship between an
individual's age and the intention to return to Guyana.

Supported

H2 - Children

There is a significant relationship between the number
of children of an individual and the intention to return
to Guyana.
There is a significant relationship between a person's
gender and the intention to return to Guyana

Mixed

There is a significant relationship between a person's
personal income and the intention to return to
Guyana.
There is a significant relationship between a person's
educational level and the intention to return to
Guyana.
There is a significant relationship between marital
status of the person and the intention to return to
Guyana.
There is a significant relationship between the intent
to contribute to Guyana's economic development and
the intention to return to Guyana.
There is a significant relationship between
participation in socio-political factors of the in the
home country and the intention to return to Guyana.
There is a significant relationship between a person's
wealth and accumulated assets in the host country and
the intention to return to Guyana.
There is a significant relationship between earned
skills in the host country and the intention to return to
Guyana.

Not Supported

H3 - Gender

H 4 - Income

H5 - Education

H6 - Martial Status
H 7 - Econ. Dev.

H8 - Political Factors

H9 - Wealth
H10 - Earned Skills

Supported

Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported

The study was able to identify some explanatory factors for intent to return to Guyana,

which includes the demographic variables for age (20 to 50 years), gender (male) and some
support for number of children (at most two or none) and education level (high school),
indicated when participants intended to return. However, the remaining factors examined,
including income, marital status, intent to contribute to economic development, participation in

mutual aid, and bringing wealth, accumulated assets and earned skills were not found to be
explanatory factors for the question posed in the survey.
Practical Implications

The practical implications of these findings suggest that remigration may be expected
from those Guyanese in New York who are male, younger, have fewer children or they have
lower income and education levels. Since age was identified as a significant variable for the
intention to return, a possible explanation would be that the longer the migrant Guyanese stay in
New York, the more likely they will acquire greater skills and wealth, which they would then
bring to Guyana when they decided to return. In addition, the current study showed that there
was some evidence that the respondents would only return after retirement, if they in fact
intended to return to Guyana. The practical implications of these findings suggest that
remigration may be expected from those Guyanese in New York only when they have reached
retirement age or they have acquired sufficient wealth and skills to take back to Guyana.
Additionally, since the likelihood of return increases with age, it is also important to note
that this would suggest that children will not accompany the returnee. This is collaborated with
the findings that there is a significant relationship between the number of children and the
intention to return. The findings suggest that the Government of Guyana may target their
recruitment of repatriates with programs and incentives specifically aimed at this group.
The second significant finding is that males are generally more likely to return than
females. Adda, Dustmann, and Mestres (2006, p 15) found from their addiction model that
migrant males who had stayed in Germany for 20 or more years, found it increasingly more
difficult to decide on whether to return to their home country or not. This study found that males
are more likely to return after retirement. Since gender was a significant variable for the intention

to return, the practical implication of this finding is that Guyana could benefit from experienced
individuals who may bring experience and knowledge to its economic development.
Additionally, regarding gender issues for immigrants in terms of earnings, as found in
Shamsuddin's (1998) study, are primarily earnings discrimination, where female earnings are
affected because of their gender, and that male earnings were affected by their place of birth.
This finding suggests that males may opt to repatriate to Guyana because of earnings
discrimination. In addition, Rotger (2007) found from his study of immigrants in Denmark, that
the longer non-western male immigrants stayed in Denmark, the greater the progress in terms of
wages, however, these non-western male immigrants were also more exposed to economic
downturns.
The study showed that older participants with children and those with skills and wealth
acquired in the U.S. indicated an intention to return. This corroborates the findings of Wong,
Palloni, and Soldo (2007), who found that migrant Mexicans who stayed longer in the US were
able to enhance their entrepreneurial and labor market experience, with subsequent accumulation
of wealth from a variety of mechanisms, yielded advantages for return migrants in Mexico.
However, other researcher as discussed by Nurse (2004) concluded that other benefits such as
skills transference, entrepreneurial investment and wider economic development were less clear.

A possible explanation would be that the longer the migrant Guyanese stay in New York, the
more likely they will acquire greater skills and wealth, which they would then bring to Guyana
when they decided to return.
This study also discovered that there is a relationship between the number of children and
the intention to return to Guyana. Wong, Palloni, and Soldo (2007) discovered that with larger
family network, in terms of the number of children or adults who live in urban areas are likely to

have a propensity of increase wealth. They found those who reside in urban areas with a network
of family members tend to work towards reducing povrty. As such, the implications are that the
likelihood of remigration might be stronger for those migrants that continue to maintain fewer
children with Guyana.
The study found that education was a predicator variable for the intention to return to
Guyana. As literature has shown, economic development is inevitably linked to education. In
particular, Bratsberg and Terrell(2002) found that increased quality education was a key to
economic development, as highlighted by development economists and World Bank policies.
Moreover, Bratsberg and Terrell(2002) concluded there is a relationship between the
investments made in the immigrant's home educational systems and its value in the U.S. labor
market. They pointed out that difference in educational investments created inequalities in U.S.
earnings across for various immigrant groups. This corroborated findings from the current study
sample whose lower income and educational levels of immigrant Guyanese were indicative of
their desire to remain in the U.S., intending to return to Guyana only after retirement. In this
study, those who indicated that they would return only have achieved a high school education.
The practical implication is that these individuals will not bring back the necessary education and
skills necessary to help with its economic development or redress the brain drain suffered by
Guyana.
The importance of economic development in Guyana, affecting intention to return, was
found not to be related to intent to return. This was the only variable that showed no explanatory
nor exploratory relationship to the intent to return. The practical implication of the findings from
the current study suggest that remigration from those Guyanese in New York is not at all related
to the economic development and growth of the country, although the migrants would still need

to contribute to the economic development.
The practical implications drawn from this study will allow for the identification of
effective policies to increase repatriation to Guyana of those Guyanese living abroad. Based on
the findings of this study, one method to increase the number of re-migrants is to increase the
delivery of services such as health care, education, and efficiency of governmental services to
this population. Since, there currently exists no empirical work that has been done in the
examination of these factors for Guyana, and the author hopes that this research will contribute
to the understanding of return migration by examining the factors influencing repatriation to
Guyana.
Conclusion

The objective achieved in this study was to identify explanatory variables that may
impact the intent of Guyanese living in New York to return to Guyana. Firstly, middle aged male
Guyanese with fewer children indicated that if they decided to return, they would return to
Guyana after retirement or when the children have left home. Secondly, Guyanese with lower
income and education levels indicated that they would return to Guyana after retirement. Finally,
if there was intent to return, contribution to economic development and socio-political issues
were not perceived as important factors that would encourage remigration, though some
Guyanese indicated that they would bring their wealth and earned skills acquired in the US when
they returned to Guyana after retirement.
According to Wong, Palloni, and Soldo (2007), it is very difficult to estimate the effect of
U.S. migration on wealth for those migrants who decide on retuning, mainly because the return
migration decisions is mired by socioeconomic issues and greatly dependent on the very first
motivation of migrating. Another important aspect to be considered is the state of the nation of

the sending country, more specifically, of Guyana. Further examination of the economic
development and political policies that are in the process of being implemented in Guyana to
encourage remigration, may reveal additional reasons as to why ~ u i a n e s ewho have experienced
migration have returned, or why Guyanese who have not experienced migration, intend to
immigrate.
Similar to Docquier, et al.'s (2005) findings that lack of confidence in the capacity of
government to resolve political violence in such Caribbean nations as Haiti and Jamaica, the
Guyanese in this study noted that political stability, maintaining political ties, participation in the
political process and confidence in the judicial system were important indicators of intent to
return. For any migrant, intent to return is largely influenced by the stability of the political
situation in their home country. The implications suggest that for those migrants, who continue
to participate in the political process by maintaining political ties and having confidence in the
system, intent to return is more likely.
The Guyanese government has also put policies and procedures in place to encourage
remigration. In particular, the Ministry of Foreign affairs (1 999) Remigrant's Information
Manual assured expatriates of 'a free foreign exchange regime, including unrestricted
repatriation of capital and dividends (point 10)' and that 'by investing in your country, you are
helping to develop it (point 14)'. Furthermore, in an article by Bazil(1999), which covered a
visit to New York by President Bharrat Jagdeo, who addressed Guyanese residing in Brooklyn
and Queens, the President indicated the desire to set up a one-stop office for remigration, which
would offer all the services needed by re-migrants when they decided to return to the Guyana.
Under this program, Guyanese will be able to access services within their communities rather
than having to go the Manhattan. Moreover, a strategy for repatriation, put forward in the

Guyana National Development Strategy document, would rely, in particular on the remigration
of expatriate Guyanese, and on the utilization of the skills and knowledge of nonresident
Guyanese (Guyana NDS). However, a study by De Haas (2006) on engaging diasporas,
recognized four potential areas in which governmental agencies and their governments could
help: "(1) Facilitate and reduce costs of remittances; (2) Support individual or family efforts to
set up small enterprises in countries of origin, sometimes associated with temporary or
permanent return; (3)Support collective development projects initiated or implemented by
diaspora organizations and their members, and, (4) Support diaspora networks and the capacity
building of diaspora organizations, and create durable alliances with established development
actors". (pp. 95-96)
In a recent article by La Rose (2008) in the Stabroek News, in a discussion with real
estate broker and writerlartist Edgar Henry, it was found that many Guyanese in New York have
been severely affected by the U.S. economic meltdown. It was reported that many of them have
lost their homes, their jobs and pensions, which have resulted from very bad and unqualified
mortgages and poor investments decisions. In addition, Henry pointed out that remittances to
Guyana in the form of barrels and packages that those in the U.S. send to Guyana would be
severely restricted in the coming months. The implications of whether this situation will affect
the decision to return to Guyana of Guyanese-born residents living in New York City remains to
be seen.
As Adda, Dustmann and Mestres (2006) stated that the theoretical and empirical
literature on migration does not adequately examine the factors that would motivate individuals
to return to their home lands. As a result there is a void on available literature on "why"
immigrants return to their homelands and "what" effects their repatriation has upon their

countries. This study seeks to advance the empirical literature of "why" and identified two
significant factors, age and gender, that would motivate the intentions to return.
Recommendations for Future Study
Based on conclusions and interpretations of the data analysis from this study of the
intention of Guyanese living in the U.S. to return to Guyana, the following are recommendations
for future studies.

1. Monies sent back home in the form of remittances was identified as significant variable
in this study as a variable that contributes to economic development of Guyana. It is
recommended that future study examine the extent of remittances in the Guyanese
community and its impact on the economic development of Guyana.
2. Economic development by the potential re-migrant was identified as not predictor

variable in the intention to return to Guyana. It is recommended that a hture study
develop an instrument to specifically gauge the loss to the Guyanese economy resulting
from those not returning.
3. Because lower income was a significant predictor variable on the intention to return to

Guyana and has been identified in the theoretical literature, it is recommended that a
future study examine the wage differential between the U.S. and Guyana and its impact
on repatriation.

4. Intention to return was studied independent of Government of Guyana's repatriation
schemes. It is recommended that future study examine the relationship between these
schemes and the intention to return.

5. Because dependent children may have an impact on the intention to return, it is
recommended that a future study examine the role of family members residing in the
home country and its impact on the repatriation decision.

6 . As the findings are limited to a localized area of migrant Guyanese, the author
recommends that for the case study of the brain drain from Guyana, further research be
conducted on a broader spectrum of areas where Guyanese have migrated.
Limitations

There are limitations to the study findings.
1. One of the main limitations was that the survey instrument, adapted from the works
of Arthur (2000) on Ahican Diaspora in the United States. The modified instrument
used in this study showed weak internal and external validity when pre-tested for
reliability. These sentiments are supported by Commander, Kangasniemi, and
Winters, who after extensive research in their work on 'brain drain', concur that
"theory offers so little information on how precisely to model the relationship
between the variables concerned, a great deal more testing of functional forms and
more attention paid to estimation and data errors will be needed" (2002, p 15). In
particular, they refer to Beine, Docquier, and Rapaport's (2001b) efforts, to translate
their findings into policy recommendations towards skilled emigration, as precarious
and that the variables concerned can only be viewed as illustrative at present.

2. Furthermore, the results are based empirically on perceptions of Guyanese living and
working in the US, and findings can only be generalized to the three Guyanese
communities based in New York.

3. The majority of the sample were already US citizens, with most of the remainder

indicating that they were planning to become US citizens, as such, it may be
perceived that the intention is to rather stay in the US, than return to Guyana.
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APPENDIXES

Appendix A
Survey Instrument

Questionnaire* on Factors Affecting Repatriation to Guyana
Directions: Please place a check mark that best describes your answer to the questions below. Please answer all
questions to the best of your ability. Do not put any mark on this questionnaire that can identify you such as your
name or address. After completing the questionnaire, please placed in the self-addressed envelope and return to the
researcher. Thank you.

1. Indicate your place of birth?
USA
Guyana

other

2. What is your gender?
0 male
0 female
3. How old a r e you?
0 18 -19
20-29
0 30-39
0 40-49
4. Are you a United States citizen?
0 yes
17 no

0 50-59
60-69 .
0 70-79
80 and older

5. If you a r e not a citizen, a r e you planning on becoming a citizen
0 yes
0 no

6. Select the category that best describes your present occupation.
0 student in college
O sales
0 entrepreneur
0 clergy
craftllicensed craft
O clerical
O technicalladministrative
other
managerialladministrative
O professional
0 farminglflshinglanimal husbandry
0 service driver, food service personnel, barberlbeautician, etc.
7. What is your highest level of education?
0 less than secondary school (H.S.)
0 secondary school (H.S.)
0 technical school/teacher training
0 M.D.
8. What is your marital status?
0 never married
0 married

divorced

9. How many children do you have?
none 0 one
0 two 0 three 0 four
10. What is your current employment status?
employed for wages
0 out of work for more than 1 year
out of work for less than 1 year

0 baccalaureate degree
master's
0 LL.M.1LL.BlJ.D.
Ph..D or Doctorate

separated

0 five

O widowed

0 more than 5

0 retired
0 unable to work
17 self-employed

11. What is your individual annual income?
less than $19,999
0 $20,000-$39,999
0 $40,000-$59,999

0 $60,000-$79,999
0 $80,000-$99,999
U $100,000 and above

12. Do you currently receive income, benefits, o r services from any of the follow? (Please
check all that apply).
0 housing subsidy
O social security
q educational assistance
food stamps
q medicaid or medicare
0 veteran's benefit
0 other government assistance
q alimony
aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
none

13. What is your household annual income?
O less than $19,999
0 $20,000-$39,999
$40,000-$59,999

q $60,000-$79,999

0 $80,000-$99,999
$1 00,000 and above

14. Is your spouse a (if you do not have a spouse skip questions 14 - 18).
U Guyanese 17 Guyanese American
other
15. Has your spouse ever worked for pay in the U.S.?
O yes
0 no
16. Which of the following best describes your spouse's employment situation?
student
O retired
0 homemaker
working part-time
O working full-time
temporarily laid off
jobless and looking for work
0 disabled
17. What is your spouse's highest level of education?
O less than secondary school (H.S.)
baccalaureate degree
O secondary school (H.S.)
master's
technical school/teacher training
U LL.M.1LL.BlJ.D.
O M.D.
Ph..D.

18. Select the category that best describes your spouse present occupation.
student in college
0 sales
0 clergy
Oentrepreneur
O craiWlicensed craft
0 clerical
0 technicalladministrative
other
0 managerialladministrative
O professional
0 farminglfishinglanimal husbandry
0 service driver, food service personnel, barberlbeautician, etc.

19. Do you provide financial support for relatives in Guyana (check all that apply)?
0 yes
no
on a regular basis 0 as requested by family

20. O n average how much financial support for relatives in Guyana do you provide per
year?
under $499;
between $3,500 and $3,999
between $500 and $999
between $4,000 and $4,499
0 between $1 000 and $1,499
between $4,500 and $4,999
between $1,500 and $1,999
between $4,000 and $4,499
0 between $2,000 and $2,499
0 between $5,000 and $5,499
between $2,500 and $2,999
between $5,500 and $5,999
0 between $3,000 and $3,499
$6,000 or more per year.
21. Monies sent home by Guyanese immigrants to their relatives are vital for the economic
and industrial development of Guyana.
strongly agree
O agree
disagree
O strongly disagree
22. I n terms of cultural affinity and identification, your children tend to identify themselves
as:
0 Americans
Guyanese-Americans
Other

23. Your children tend to associate with other children whose parents a r e from Guyana.
0 yes 0 no
24. Are you part of a network of mutual aid among Guyanese in the U.S.?
O yes 0 no
25. Are there specific Guyanese festivals/cultural events that you celebrate in the U.S.?
Cl yes
no

26. How confident a r e you in the institutions of justice in Guyana?
very confident
0 confident
not so confident

$

27. If you plan to return to Guyana some day to live there permanently, please select the
importance level of Guyanese culture to you?
0 very important
0 not very important
0 somewhat important
O not at all important.

28. If you plan to return to Guyana some day to live there permanently, how important is
maintaining political ties with Guyana to you?
very important
0 not very important
0 somewhat important
0 not at all important.
29. Is political stability in Guyana important to you in your decision to return?

30. Do you believe that there is trust in the Government of Guyana?
yes 0 no
31. Did you participate in the political process by voting in Guyana?
yes
no

32. When you were in Guyana, did you ever participate in politics in any of the following
ways? (Please check all that apply).
0 following politics in the news
writing letters
0 distributing literature
canvassing/marching
0 h n d raisingtcontributing
voting in elections
0 helping people register and vote
0 never participated in politics
33. Do you make regular (at planned intewals) visits to Guyana?
yes 0 no

34. If yes, what a r e those intewals?
every six months
0 every two years
0 every year

.Oevery three years
every eighteen months
every four years

35. If yon plan to return to Guyana, when do you plan to return?
U before retirement
after retirement
after my children are grown and left home
36. Have you been contacted by the Guyana Government in regards to return to Guyana?
O yes 0 no
37. If yes to question 36, how frequently?
0 every six months
0 every year
0 every eighteen months
O every two years

U every three years
0 every four years.
U other

38. Is economic development of Guyana important to you in your decision to return?
U yes 0 no
39. If Guyana is not progressing economically, will you still consider returning?
yes 0 no
40. Did you acquire any skills in the United States (e.g. college degree, entrepreneurial
skills, trade, etc.) that you will bring to Guyana if you decide to return?
0 yes 0 no

41. If you acquired wealth and assets in the United States, will that increase your intention
to return to Guyana?
O yes
no

*Adapted from: Arthur, J. A. (2000). Invisible sojourners: African Immigrant Diaspora in the
United States. Westport, Ct: Praeger Pulishers. Reprinted with permission of the author and
publisher.
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Appendix C
Voluntary Consent Form to Participate in Study

Lynn University
TRXS DOCUMENT SHALL ONLY BE USED TO PROVIDE AOTIIORlZATION FOR

VOLUNTARY CONSENT
PROJECT TITLE: Brain Drain and Factors Affecting Return Migration to Developing Countries,
Emnhasizine G u v ~ .
Lynn University 3601 N. Military Trnif Boca Raton, Florida 33431
~ r o j e am k . i k b e r :

2

ax3

1 Titokie Depoo, am a doctoral student at Lynn University. I am srudying Global Leadership, with a
specialization in Corporate and Organizational Management. One of my degree requirements is to
condtrct a research study.

DEtECTIQNS FOR THE PARTICRANT:
You arc being asked to participate in my research study, Please read this carchlly. Thts form provides you
with infomtion about the study. The Pnncipat Investigator (l'ilokie Dtyoo) will answer ail of your

quatrons. Ask questions a b u t mything you don't understand before deciding whetltcr or not to participate.
You arc ftee to ask questions at any time before, during, or after yotu participation in tlus study. Your
participation ts entirely voluntary and you wn refuse to participate without penally or loss of benefits to
which you are otlmwise entitled. You acknowledge that you are at least 18 years of age, and that you do
not have medical p r o b l m or lmguage or educational barriers that precludes understanding of explanations
contained in this authorization for voluntary consent.

PURPOSE OF THIS RESEARCR STUDY: the study will identify the factors (age, children, income,
alueat~onaland marital status) that would cause the Intent of Guyanese living in the 1Jnrtd States,
speelftcally the New York City area to return to Guyana. There wzll be approximately 300 people invited
to part~cipatern this study. The participants are of Guyanese descent and cimntly restde ih the Richmond
firll, CZueens or PIatbttsh, Brooklyn, or Cypress Hills, BrookIyn comiz?untties.
PROCEDmES: The procedures are as follows, aRer readu~gthis consent farm, please answer the
attached survey if you choose to participate. The survey conslsts of 4 questions m six sections:
denlographic, personal, economic, cullural, and political and mgration sections The survey will rake no
more than 20 minutes to complete. After completing the survey you will be asked lo rettun the questmnnaire
tn the self-addressed envelope with postage provlded to the researcher. Do not return thrs consent form.
Please do not put any personal rnfomalion that wilt identify you on the envelope or survey such as your
name and address. The data gathered is for research purposes only.
POSSIBLE RISKS OR DISCOMFORT: Thts study involves m~ntmalrtskl You may find that some of
the questions are sensikve in nature. fn additran, pan~c~pafian
in this study requires a minimal amount of
your tlmc and effort
POSSIBLE BENEFITS: There may be no drect benefit to you in participating In this research. Bul
knowledge may be gained which may help in t i ~ cdevelopment of tnnovatlve policies that may be used to
lnsrituk~onalReview Raard for file Pmtecr~anuf t!u:nrtrr Subjrcks

Lynn U n ~ v e n t t y
3601 n' Mil~karyTrail Boea Raton, Flo~xia33431

attract human capital for economic development purposes for small developing economies, such as
Guyana.
FIINAMCW> CONSrnERnTIONS: There is no finarlcial cornpensation for your participation in this
research. There are no costs to you as a result of your participation in this study.

NVONYrnY
The survey instrument does not identie any of the participantsYnfonnation such as names, social
security numbers, driver's license numbers, etc. Participants will complete the survey voluntarily and
anonpously. Data will be stored securely boil1 hard coptes and so& fiies and ail data will be destroyed
after five years. Yotl will not b e identified and data will be reported as *'groupwresponses.
Participation in this rmrvey is voluntary and rcrurn of the completed survey will constibte your
informed consent to participate.
The results of this study may be published in a dissertation, scientific joumaIs or presented at profmsional
meetings. In addition, your individual priva~ywlfl be maintained in all publieations or presentations
resulting from this study. All the data gathered dunng this study, which were previausly described, will
be kept strictly canfidential by the researcher. Data will be stored in locked files and destroyed at the end
of the research,

RIGHT TO WITHIFLXL1W: You are free to choose whether or not to parr~cipateIn this study. There
will be no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are othenvise entitled if' you chaose not to part~cipate,
CON'TACTS FOR QWESTlONSlACCESS TO CONSENT FORM: Any fitrther questions you have
about thts study or your panicipation in it, eidxer now or any tune In the Future, wrll be answered by
Tilokie Depoo (Principal Iixvestigator) who may be reached at:
and Dr. Green, faculty
advisor who may be reached at:
For any questions regard~ngyour rights as a research
subject, you may call Dr. Fandeh Faramand, Chair of the Lynn University Institutionai Review Board
for the Protection of t-Iuman Subjects, at
. If any problems arise as a msr~ltof your
participation in this study, please call the Princqxil lnvestigator (Tilokte Ctepoo) and the facuiey advisor
(Dr. Robert Green) rmmedratcly.

INVESTIGATOR'S AFFIDAVIT: I hereby certrfy that a tvcirteri explanatron of the nature of the above
project has been provided to the person partlclpatl~igIn thrs project. A copy of the writpn docun~entation
provided 1s attached hereto. By the person's consent to volttntary participate in this study, the person has
represented that heJshe 1s at Ieast 18 years of age, and that heishe does not have a medical problem or
language or educational barrier that precludes hs/Pier understandrng of my explanation. Therefore, I
hereby certify that to the best of m y knowiedge the person part~cipatingin this project understands clearly
the nature*demands, benefits, and risks tnvoivcd In h~siherpartieiPrion

-- ---- --- - Signature of Jnvest~gator
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Appendix D
Tukey's HSD Results

Table 1D: Tukey 's HSD Results for the ANOVA on Plans to Return to Guyana by Age

(I) Age of Respondent
18 - 19

(J) Age of Respondent
20 - 29

Mean Difference
(1-1)
-.I31

Std. Error
.203

Sig.
.995

Table ID: Tukey S HSD Results for the ANOVA on Plans to Return to Guyana by Age Continued

Table 2 ~TukeyS
:
HSD Resultsfor the ANOVA on Plans to Return to Guyana by Number of

Children

(I) # Children
None

One

Two

Four

Five

(J) #Children
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
More than Five
None
Two
Three
Four
Five
More than Five
None
One
Three
Four
Five
More than Five
None
One
Two
Four
Five
More than Five
None
One
Two
Three
Five
More than Five
None
One
Two
Three
Four
More than Five

Mean Difference
(1-J)
-.218

Std. Error
.I64

Sig.
.837

Table 2D: Tukey S HSD Results for the ANOVA on Plans to Return to Guyana by Number of
Children - Continued

'

More than Five

None
One
Two
Three
Four
Five

.443
.225
,071
.054
.OOO
-.018

.234
.255
.237
.244
.304
,315

.487
.974
1.000
1.OOO
1.OOO
1.000

Table 3D: Tukey S HSD Results for the ANOVA on Plans to Return to Guyana by Annual

Income

(I) Annual Income
< 19,999

20,000 - 39,999

40,000 - 59,999

60,000 - 79,999

80,000 - 99,999

> 100,000

(J) Annual Income
20,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 79,999
80,000 - 99,999
> 100,000
< 19,999
40,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 79,999
80,000 - 99,999
> 100,000
< 19,999
20,000 - 39,999
60,000 - 79,999
80,000 - 99,999
> 100,000
< 19,999
20,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 59,999
80,000 - 99,999
> 100,000
< 19,999
20,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 79,999
> 100,000
< 19,999
20,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 79,999
80,000 - 99,999

Mean Difference
(1-J)
-.042
-.I27
,078
-.486
-.253
,042
-.085
,120
-.444
-.211
,127
,085
.205
-.359
-.126
-.078
-.I20
-.205
-.563
-.330
,486
,444
.359
,563
,233
.253
.2 11
,126
,330
-.233

Std. Error
,145
.I42
.I79
.I96
.I76
.I45
,139
,177
.I93
.I74
.I42
,139
,175
,191
.I72
179
.I77
.175
.220
.203
,196
.I93
.I91
,220
.218
176
.I74
,172
,203
.2 18

Sig.
1.OOO
.948
.998
.I35
,707
1.OOO
,990
.984
.203
.83 1
.948
.990
.85 1
,422
,978
,998
,984
,851
,115
,584
.I35
.203
,422
.I 15
393
,707
.831
.978
.584
,893

Table 4D: Tukey 's HSD Results for the ANOVA on Plans to Return to Guyana by Marital
Status

(I) Marital Status
Never Married

Married

Divorced

Separated
(

,
Widowed

(J) Marital Status
Married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Never Married
Divorced
Separated
Widowed
Never Married
Married
Separated
Widowed
Never Married
Married
Divorced
Widowed
Never Married
Married
Divorced
Separated

Mean Difference
(I-J)
- .238
-.306
.OOO
-.250
,238
-.068
,238
-.012
.306
.068
.306
,056
.OOO
-.238
-.306
-.250
,250
,012
-.056
,250

Std. Error
.lo8
.I71
,328
.328
.I08
,166
.326
.326
,171
,166
.352
.352
,328
.326
,352
.450
.328
.326
.352
.450

Sig.
.I85
.384
1.OOO
941
,185
994
.949
1.OOO
.384
.994
,908
1.000
1.000
,949
,908
.98 1
.94 1
1.OOO
1.OOO
.981

